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August 7, 1990 


Mr. Stanley Yalkowsky 
25 Central Park West, Apt. G. 
New York, NY 10023 


Dear Stanley: 


I am forwarding herewith per your request one of the few 
existing copies of THE VINCE BUGLIOSI STORY. It was flattering that 
you were interested enough in such long-past historical trivia to 
call about it and to permit me to reminisce with you about the 
"good old days" when I dogged Vince's trail with others of the 
"truth squad" during the several campaigns when he ought to flim- 
flam the voters of Los Angeles County and Califozfia. As I have - Э 
said оп a number of occasions, Vince really should thank me for the 
job I did on him, since he became a millionaire by virtue of co- 
authoring "Helter Skelter" which he would never have had time to 
do had be become either District Attorney or Attorney General. 
(Just can’t understand why that boy has never thanked me!) -- 


I look forward to receiving your book on the Rosenbergs which 
I will eagerly devour several weeks hence when I get up to Lake 
Powell--as hard as the first 70 pages may be to wade through. As 
for the cost of reproducing my work, let's call the book exchange 
even, although I think I get the best of the deal since I am 
receiving the hardcover edition from you. 


Cordially 


GVD/jl 
Encl. 


The following materials are presented to уси by 
George V. Denny, based on his firm conviction that "what is 
past is prologue." Denny believes that past instances of abuse 
of office, falsification of evidence, perjury, and complicity 
in a conspiracy to obstruct justice do logically give rise to 
the inference that such conduct will probably be repeated in 
the future. And Denny further believes that more such conduct 
is likely from Vincent T. Bugliosi, who has so single-mindedly 
sought positions of prestige and power during the lest four years, 
Today, in this post-Watergate era, the voter realizes more 
than ever before that one of the foremost issues in the election for 
any office is Һе honesty and integrity of each candidate who 
aspires to that office. When it comes to those candidates running 
for the Office of District Attorney cf Los Angeles County, none 
of them should expect to escape the closest possibly scrutiny 
of his or her past for indications of wrong-doing which portend 
the same, or even worse, forms of wrong-doing in the future. 
In his two prior campaigns for high political offices, 
Bugliosi has slandered people innocent of any wronging. He 
has created outrageous and totally false stories to mislead both 
the working press and the public. He has sought to hide his 
various malefactions by large payoffs -- always in supposedly 
untraceable cash. He has attempted to complete the cover-up of 
those settlements by means of secret written contracts calling 


for specified damages in event the terms of the payoffs should 


be disclosed. 


| 
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The materials set forth herein are either copies of 
pleadings already on file in the Los Angeles County Courthouse 
under L.A.S.C. case numbers C42612 and C87997, or they are 
copies of documents and exhibits, the originals of which are 
held by George Denny in a safety deposit box at Security 
Pacific National Bank. 

The facts disclosed by means of these documents аге not 
nice. Their disclosure has hurt -- and undoubtedly will continus 
to hurt -- various children who are themselves totally innocent 
of any wrong-doing. It has truly been said that the sins of 
the father shall be visited on his children. Nowhere is this 
quotation more appropriate than in the case of Vincent T. Bugliosi, 
whose megalomaniacal lust for power continues to create the occasio) 
for the repetition of his various misdeeds. 

No one knows better than Bugliosi himself that as long 
as he continues to try to convince the voters of this County 
(or State) that he is worthy of their trust, these facts disclosing 
his dishonesty and untrustwory iness will inevitably be brought to 
the public's attention. 


Following are the facts. 


t 
| 
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Two cases and two prior elections are referred to herein. 
The first case, that involving Bugliosi and Herbert and Rose 
Weisel, has most often been referred to in the press as "the 
milkman case." The second, involving Bugliosi and a medical 
receptionist, Virginia Cardwell, has gone by the name, "the 
Cardwell case." 

The milkman case really starts back in the eight month 
period between October 26, 1964, and June 16, 1965, when Herbert 
Weisel was employed as a milkman by Arden Farms Company. During 
that time, one of the homes on his milk delivery route was 
3092 Buckingham Road, Glendale, owned by Mr. & Mrs. Vincent 


T. Bugliosi. 
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More than two years later, оп March 5, 1968, Deputy 
District Attcrney Vincent T. Bugliosi made a telephone request 
to David Correa, an investigator in the D.A.'s Bureau of 
Investigation, seeking the unlisted phone number of Mr. Weisel. 

Mr. Weisel was referred to as a “witness" in connection 
with a case, People v. Fuentes, then actually being prepared for 
trial by Bugliosi. In fact, Mr. Weisel was in no way connected 
with the Fuentes case. 

The Bureau of Investigation records reflect that on March 
7, 1968, Bugliosi was notified of Weisel's then current address 
and phone number and the matter was closed by the Bureau. 

It appears that for more than one year, Bugliosi did 


nothing with the information he had acquired. 
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Finally, things began to happen in March of 1969: almost Ф 
four years since Mr. Weisel had last worked as a milkman on the 
Bugliosi's route, more than three years since the birth of 
their son, and just over one year since Bugliosi first acquired 
the Weisels' unlisted phone number. 

On approximately March 14, 1969, Mrs. Rose Weisel received 
the first of a series of phone calls from a man who, throughout 
his contacts over the next few months, refused to identify himself. 

The bizarre nature of the calls is more fully described in 
the November 3, 1972, Declaration of Ross Weisel, аз set forth іп 
full hereafter. In brief, she stated that the anonymous caller 
(later finally identified as Bugliosi) had sought to enlist her 
help in securing Mr. Weisel's written authorization to Arden Farms ® 
to permit Bugliosi to review Weisel's personnel records. Bugliosi 
wanted te determine if Weisel had been the milkman on their 
route at the time Bugliosi's son had been concsived. 

A series of such calls to Mrs. Weisel, coupled with strange 
cars circling their block at night, frightened the Weisels to the 
point that they sought advice from Mr. Bernard Echt, an attorney 
distantly related to Mr. Weisel. Upon his advice, they changed 
their unlisted phone number to a new unlisted number. Also, on 
March 24, 1969, they wrote to Adohr Farms, Inc. (successor to Arden 
Dairy) to register their complaint about what they felt was a 


breach of confidentiality on the part of Adohr. 


„` Adohr Farms Inc. 
701 Western Avenue А 1 
Glendale, Califernla - z Ж т 


“бет етеп: E 
ai I wish to Inform you, that | à a former employee of your company, At the те 

Iwas employed as а retall routeman, from Јат. 1265 to June 1965, ће company was owned by 
~ Arden Farms $ 4 : 
Я , Recently, my wife and | have Есеп receiving harassing phone calls (гот an ennonymus. : 
male coller stating that he used io 52 a customer on my route back in 1755, Since we have an ` 

unlisted phone, it is quite obvious that he received our phone number from your о? се and should,’ +, 
.- Wa continue to receive any further such calls, we will be oblidged to turn this matter over to 002 
"Î our attorney. ‘ve hold your company responsible for divulging this informatlon without our consent. 


n 


4 


Sincerely, ` i 
MR. and FARS, HERBERT WEISEL 


ہے = = 


Several days later, they received a letter from the 
“anonymous caller." Understandably, its contents did little to 


lessen their anxiety: 
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For Ideatification 

RA CROOMER, М.Р. 

, x j 2 EAD i. 

+ Dear Mr. Weisel, 9 


ü When I first spoke to you, you volunteered the statement that 
I could look at your records at Arden to verify that your leaving J 
| . өт 
[| work there-wa's unrelated to my wife*s pregnancy. Ком that I've " 


E 


| 8 А accepted your offer, you refuse to grant me permission and won't 
even talk to me. This is an extremely simple request I've made 


and your lack of cooperation magnifies everything beyond ргорог- 
tion. As I told you, I am not accusing you of anything. And 
3 ` I am not accusing my wife of anything. She's never done any- 
| Д | thing which could arouse my suspicions in any way whatsoever. 
If I had to bet every penny I have, I'd bet everything was okay. 
B. The possibility of anything being wrong is one-one hundredth of 


one per cent. And I was just trying to eliminate that 0. 


m hundredth of one percent. If anything, you should feel sorry 
|B for me. There's no indication that you even know my wife or 
have even seen her. But at the time of her accidental pregnancy, 


й you quit work around the same time. It's comical in one sense, 


m with all the jokes about milkman. If this had happened to you, 

ж you probably would never have even given it a thought.. But it 
takes all typed of people to make up this world, and I unfortunate: 
gave it a thought, although a very, very saall one. In any event, 


now that you refuse to let me look at your records at Arden, I 


NP naturally am more suspicious and the thought enters my mind that 


p ` if you had nothing to hide, why would you care if I looked at 


5 your records? Why you wouldn't want 90 give me complete peace 
of mind, and why you would want someone to have th faintest 9 


suspicions about you, I don't know. 


bc due 


Your wife sounded like a very thoughtful, understanding person 


the first time I spoke to her, агі I was very impressed with 


her. I didn't expect her to hang up on me later. ini call 


у 
again іп а few days. I'll expect you to show пе the courtesy 
vum ў 2 


of talking to me and letting me look at the Arden records so 


© that this ridiculous (I realize it's-as ridiculous as you боф 


cooperation. Jf someone asked me to do the simple thing I'm 
now asking you to do, I wouldn't even hesitate. I'd be 


happy to help the person out. 


Е 

В 

B matter can be cleared up. Thank you for your anticipated 
E 

г 

г 
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The Weisels began to fear for the safety of their own two 
children and notified their school that only they, the children's 


parents, should be permitted to pick them up at school. 
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With phone communication cut off because of the new unlisted 
number, Deputy District Attorney Bugliosi once more enlisted the 
aid of the Bureau of Investigation and Investigator Correa. 

However, this time the informaticn wes sought on SUSPECT 
Herbert Weisel, and Bugliosi sought information concerning the 
location of Weisel's employer. The request for investigation 
was made on April 22, 1969, and on April 25, Bugliosi was given 


the information: Tasker Engineering Co., Van Nuys; phone 781-3150. 
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- HERBERT HERMAN WEISEL 
х Terrace; date of birth 

су No. 347-12- 5198; current employer = 
G COMPANY, “7838 Orion Street, Van Nuys, tele- 


The rest of thestory is best told in the words of both 


Мс. and Mrs. Weisel. 
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Their two Declarations of November 3, 1972, were first mede 


public as part of a news conference which occurred at the close 
of the run-cff election between Bugliosi and Joe Busch. The 
purpose of the news conference was to bring to the public's 
attention Bugliosi's misuse of the powers and resources of the 
District Attorney's Office when he was just a Deputy D.A. 
The implications of yet greater misuse and abuse if he were to 
become the D.A. were apparent. 

It was also the aim of all concerned with the news 
conference to protect Mrs. Bugliosi and their two childran 
by referring to the subject matter of Bugliosi's calls 
and visits as a "private matter." Hence, that rather stilted 


language in the following two Declarations. 
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I, ROSE L. WEISEL, declare as follows: Э 

I am а resident of Los Angeles County. І am married to 
Herbert Н. Weisel and we have two minor children. 

Starting in March, 1969, about March 14th, I received 
a number of anonymous telephone calls. The calls occurred almost 
daily until about March 25th. The caller was a male. The calls 
came when my husband was at work. Не worked swing shift at 
that time, 

During the first call I was asked if Herb was home and 
if he had worked for Arden's Dairy. During the second call I 
was asked to verify my husband's work record. When I asked why, 
I was given details of a very personal nature. I refused to give 
any information and told the caller he should ‚зеек professional 
help from a psychiatrist. 

The rest of the calls followed the same pattern, the 
caller wanted to know when my husband worked for Arden, and 9 
he wanted authorization to check the work records of my husband 
at Arden. When I asked why he wanted this information the caller 
referred to this very personal matter. I always refused to 
answer these questions, and I continued to tell the man that he 
should seek professional help. 

‘About this same time, I began to notice strange cars 
parking across the street. The cars seemed to be different every 
night. They would be parked for a while, leave and return and 
park a while more. Again, this was when my husband wasn't home 
since he worked swing shift. 

The combination of these cars and the calls caused both 
my husband and me to be apprehensive and fear for the safety 
of our children. We changed our unlisted telephone number and 
instructed the children's elementary school not to release the 
children to anyone but their mother and father. 3 


About two or three days after the phone number was 


1. 
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changed we received a letter. The letter told us that we should 
not ‘have changed our phone number. We sent the letter to our 
attorney Bernard Echt (who is my husband's second cousin). 

About May 12, 1969, my husband called from work and 
told me that the man who had been calling had come to his job. 
He wanted authorization to look at the Arden records. Не would 
not give his name, He had brought up the same personal subject 
to Herb, Herb told me that he refrained from belting the man. 

A few days later my husband and Rod Farris had a plan 
to find out who this man was. Му husband told me that he told 
the man to come to work and he would give him the authorization 
for Ardens. The man came and Herb gave him a blank piece of 
paper and Bernard Echt's business card. Rod followed the man 
and got his license number. f 

The next day at about 11:00 in the morning I was out 
watering when a woman tapped me on the shoulder and said she 
was the wife of the man who was harrassing us. We went into 
the house, Herb was home. She remained about 30 minutes. 

She asked for the Arden Milk authorization, I became 
angry and.told her I was sick and tired of this treatment. She 


said that maybe if her husband saw the records he would be 


satisfied. 
She became very pale when I said I would take the matter 
tothe D.A. if this didn't stop. She said she didn't want this 


to become public. 

She did talk about the personal subject which had been 
mentioned on the phone by her husband. I asked if her husband 
was seeing a psychiatrist. She said he wouldn't go but that 
she knew he was sick. 

‚МУ husband went to pick up my daughter at school. When 
he returned, the woman left. Herb said that on the way to school. 


he saw the man (who had come to the plant) sitting in a V.W. 


2. 


et 808 
parked around the corner. This woman was about 5 feet 5 ісе 
short brownish hair, по makeup, wearing а plain housedress. 55 

My husband called‘our attorney about this visit. Mr. 
Echt said he would really press this case. 


My husband later called the attorney who told him that 


| these people offered us $100.00 to settle the matter. We were 


very upset with the offer and turned it down. Our attorney told 
us that Vincent Bugliosi was the name of the man. 
4 During the Tate murder trial my husband called me to 
see on television the man who had harrassed us. The man on the 
T.V. was Vincent Bugliosi. 5 
7 That was the first time we knew that Vincent Bugliosi 
was a Deputy District Attorney. 
This statement is executed. this 3rd ad of ROVE, 
1972, at Encino, California. 
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 9 


is true and correct. 


. /s/ ROSE L. WEISEL 


ee 
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I, HERBERT Н. WEISEL, declare as follows: 
I am иы, old, married to Rose І,. Weisel, and we һауе. 
two young children. a 

On March 14, 1969, I was informed by my wife that some- 
one had called our house while I was at work asking for me, saying 
he was a friend of mine and asking if I had worked for Arden 
Dairy. Не had refused to give his name. 

On the days that followed my wife reported other phone 
calls she had received from the same пап. From what she told 
me it appeared that he was trying to get written authorization 
from me to get my work records at Arden to satisfy himself about 
а personal matter which he discussed at length with my wife. 

At about this same time my wife also told me that strange 
cars were driving around our block and parking across from our 
house almost nightly. My wife and I both became anxious about 
the combination of the phone calls and the cars. 

Finally, on March 26th we had our unlisted phone EE 
changed to a new unlisted number. At about the same time, we 
notified the school where our children went that no one but my 
wife and I were allowed to pick up the children, and one or the 
other of us began picking them, up as each one got out at 
different tines. 


Two days after our number was changed we got a letter. 


It was typed and postmarked from Los Angeles. It said "You 


shouldn't have changed your phone number. That wasn't nice." 
There was more to the letter, but that is all I specifically 
remember. 

I called my cousin, Bernard Echt, a lawyer, and he told 
me to send him the letter and envelope it had come in, which 
I did. 

In early April I called the office at Arden Dairy and 


told them under no circumstances to release any information from 


в 
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my employment records to anyone without my written authorization. ` 
We heard no more until May 12, 1969, when I got a page > 
over the P.A. system at my work. (Tasker Instrument ‘Company in 
Van Nuys). I came into the lobby and a neatly dressed man met Же 
me and asked me for written authorization to permit him to see 
my employment records at Arden. І figured he was the same guy j 
who had been bugging my wife with his calls, and I asked who 
he was. He wouldn't identify himself. We went outside’ the 
building, and I asked how he had gotten my work address. Ile 
said he had connections and implied it was through some credit 
bureau. j РА 
He then told me about why he wanted to вее my records 
at Arden. It concerned a matter personal to him. І got very А 
angry, told him what I thought of him, and told him he'd better. 
get out before I decked him. I also told him I was going to 
consult my lawyer. He left. 
Next day I called Arden Dairy and was informed that 
someone had tried to get information from my records but that 
none had been given out. І also called my lawyer and he said 
to handle all matters through him. Т also discovered in talking 
= the plant guard at work that the man had been out to the 
plant that day and had "grilled" the guard about me. The guard 
told me about this shortly after it happened. 
I had told my friend Rod Farris about the phone calls 
when we got. them and after this harrassment at the plant, I 
talked to him at his home, We thought up a way where he could 
help to find out who the man was if he contacted me again for 
the authorization, which he did the next day. 
I told him I would meet him the next day at the plant 
at 5:20 P.M. with the written authorization he had been asking for, 


I called Rod and told him to be at the plant early to follow the 


iguy and see if he would lead us to а car во we could’ trace the 
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license number, 

The man arrived early, just after 5:00 P.M., and as 
planned with Rod, I took him out front of the plant close to 
the lot where Rod was parked. After some conversation I gave him 
a blank folded piece of paper with my lawyer's card inside and 
told him if he wanted any other information to call Mr. Echt, 
but to stop bothering me at work because he was jeopardizing my 
job with his calls and visits. Не walked away, and Rod followed. 


When he came back he gave me a piece of paper with "White у.н." j 


and the license number "ВРК 386" on it and told me the guy had  / 
/ 


driven out of the lot in a white V.W. и 


I called Mr. Echt, gave him the license number, and 
asked him to check through DMV to see who owned the car. 

Next day around 11:00 A.M. I was inside the house and 
heard a female outside with my wife say that she was the wife 
of the man who had been harrassing us. They came in. The 
woman was about 5'5" to 5'6", brunette, wore no makeup, and was 
in a very plain dress. The conversation quickly got to the 
personal matters of her husband that my wife had described in 
his phone calls. Shortly before I left to pick up my daughter 
at school the woman also asked for me to give her husband the 
written authorization to see the records he had been wanting. 
Both my wife and I got very angry with her, told her that he 
had been making our lives miserable, that we had been scared 
about our children, and that I didn't plan to sign anything for 
a guy like that. 

When I drove around the corner, I saw a light colored 
У.Н. parked, and the man I'd seen at the plant was in it. He 
waived and called my name as I drove by. I returned with my 
daughter just ав his wife was leaving our house, 

I immediately called our lawyer, told him what had 


happened, and he said we should go all out and sue these people. 


3 


34. 


I asked if he had gotten the DMV report on the name of the man, D 
and he said he hadn't yet. 

I called the lawyer's office later in the afternoon from 
the plant and was told by the secretary that he was in conference 
and to call back. I did and Mr. Echt told me that the man and his 
wife had just been there talking to him, that they'd offered to 
pay us $100.00 to drop the whole matter, and that he suggested we 
do во, 

I got very angry, told him I couldn't understand why his 
attitude had changed so much so quickly since my earlier call, 
and said I wouldn't consider any such offer after what that man 
had put us through, I hung up on him. I did get from him the 
fact that the man's name was Vincent Вазова. 

My wife and I didn't go any further on the case with 
Mr. Echt. We didn't get any materials back that we had given 
him. And we finally decided just to count it as a very bad 9 
experience and drop any thought of suing Mr, Bugliosi. к 

I did check and found out that Mr. Bugliosi was on the 
milk route that I drove for Arden Dairy in 1965, his home being 
at 3092 Buckingham Road in Glendale. 

It wasn't until sometime during the Manson trial that 
I happened to see Mr. Bugliosi on T.V. I called in my wife to 
show her the guy who had been harrassing us, and it was only then 
that we discovered that he was a Deputy District Attorney. 

In June this year, after the primary elections, my 
wife and I discussed the fact that Mr. Bugliosi had become one 


of the two run-off candidates for D.A. Based on what had 


happened to.us when he was only a Deputy and not the actual D.A., Е 
we were scared of what would happen if he got into office. I 
called the D.A.'s office and was put in touch with one of his 


| 
assistants, We met, and I told him what Mr. Bugliosi had done 3 | 
to me and my family. I didn't know then and only found out thís | 

| 


Ga 
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35. 
\ 
Wednesday, November lst, that Mr. Bugliosi had apparently gotten © 


my original unlisted phone number and my 1969 work address at . >; 


Tasker by using official О.А. channels, calling me a witness 
in one criminal case and a criminal suspect in another case, 
Executed this 3rd day of November, 1972, at Encino, 
California. : я ы А ii 
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing | 
/ 


statement is true and correct. .- 


/s/ Herbert H. Weisel 


ПТ HERBERT Н, WEISEL = mn. 
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Bugliosi had been apprised of the upcoming Weissl news 
conference before it оссиггза. Therefore, the night before the 
news conference, he concocted a spurious story about a supposed 
$300 theft that had occurred in his home, his suspicions about 
Weisel as the thief, and his contact with both Weisel and his 
attorney regarding those suspicions. 

The Bugliosi refutation -- given before the Weisels 
had presented their specifically circumscribed news conference -- 


was laid out in full in the following day's Los Angeles Times: 


à Los Angeles 


PARTI 
SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 1972 


Former Milkman’s 


. Complaint Adds fo | 


DA Race Confusion. 


- BY BILL BOYARSKY 


and ROBERT A. JONES 
"Times Statt Writers 


A former milkman—appearing at 
a press conference sponsored by 
rupporters of Dist. Atty. Joseph P. 
Busch—said Friday that Dep. Dist, 
Atty. Vincent Т. Bugliosi misused ' 
the power of his office 10 harass him 
for "personal" reasons, 

Bugliosi, running against Busch, 
admitted he had a district attorney's 
investigator trace the ex-milkman, 
Herbert H. Weisel of Los Angeles, 
for a "personal matter" and that he 
contacted the man at his job. But he 

contacted the man at his job. But 
he said the persona) matter was that 
he suspected Weise] had stolen $300 
from his home during the time. he 
delivered milk there. 

Weisel denied he stole any. money. 
He said the "personal" matter was 
something elsc—but he refused to 
fay what j| was at the two-hour 
news conference. s 

At day's end. neither side offered 


district attornes—one 
most bitter political 
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Gives Sworn Affidavit ` 

Weisel made his. complaint to 
newsmen invited to the press con- 
ference by Maurice Harwick, a Bev- 
erly Hills attorney. Harwick is a 
member of a "truth squad" of attor- 
neys backing Eusch, but he said the 
m conference was not sponsored . 

yy the squad. US Б 

Weisel told his story under ques- 
tioning from another attorney back- : 
ing Busch, George Denny, and in a 
sworn affidavit distributed to news- 
men. г а 

"On March 13, 1969, 1 was in- 
formed by my wife that -someone 
had called our housé while I was at 
work asking for me saying he wasa 
friend of mine and asking if I had 
worked for Arden Dairy," Weisel 
said in an affidavit. He no longer ` 
works for the dairy. 

„Не said the man refused to give 
his name. He said he called other 
limes. "From what she told me," 
Weisel said, "it appeared that he 
was trying to get written suthoriza- 
tion from me to get my work records 
at Arden to satisfy himself about a 
personal matter which he discussed 


. at length with my wife." 


He said at about the same time, he 
and his wife noticed "strange cars" 
driving around the block and park- 
ing across from the house, He had 
his phone number changed, Һе said, 
and then one day received a note 
saying "rou shouldn't have changed 
your phone number, That wasn't 
nice." te 

Weisel said he called a cousin dnd 

Please Turn to Back Page, Col. 1 
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Continued from First Page 
attorney, Bernard Echt. . 


* for advice. Finally; he said 
: а man came to him at 


where he was working at 
the time, and demanded 
written permission to; 
check his work records at 
Arden dairy... 

` Weisel said he refused. 


* Finally, he said, he decid- 


ed to try to trace the man 
—whose identity he insist- 
ed-he did not know. 
Weisel said he lured him 
to his place of employment 
with a promise to give him 
the written persmission he 
sought. The man showed 
up — and a friend of 
Weisel's got the license 
number of the man's car. 
Weisel said his attorney 
traced it. The attorneys 
sponsoring the press con- 
ference said they had : 
evidence it was registered . 
to Bugliosi 

The next day, Weisel 
said, a woman came to his 
house and Mrs. Weisel in- 


“troduced her to him as 


"the wife of the man-who , 
had been harassing us." 
Mrs. Weisel, in another 
sworn affidavit, said the 
woman asked for permis- 
sion for her husband to see 
the Arden dairy employ- 
ment records. She also 
said: MET ем. А 
.: "She became very pale 
when I said I would take 


* the matter to the DA if 


this didn't stop. She ғай, 


* she didn't want this to be- 


come public. 
Payment Offer 


"She did talk about the 
personal subject - which 


: had been mentioned on the 
phone by her husband. I 


asked her if her husband 


7 was seeing a psychiatrist. 


She said he wouldn't go, 
but that she knew he was 
sick." 


ВАСЕ CONFUSION 


Later, Weisel claimed, 
his attorney, Echt, called 
him to say that the man 
was in the office and 
would "рау us $100 to 
drop the whole matter," 
Weisel said he refused. 

Later in the year, he 
said, he was watching tele- 
vision news accounts 'of 
the Manson trial, saw Bu- 
gliosi, the prosecutor. оп 
television and said it was 
„ "the guy who had been ha- 

assing us." 
7.."In June this year, after 
the primary election, my 


‘wife and I discussed the 


fact that Mr. Bugliosi had 
become one of the two 
runoff candidates for DA," 
he said in the affidavit. 

- *Based on what had 
happened to us when he 


“was only a deputy and not 


the actual DA, we were 
scared of what would hap- 
pen if he got into office. I 
called the DA's office and 
was put in touch with one 
of his assistants. We met 
and I told him what Mr. 
Bugliosi had done to me 
and my family. I didn't 
know then and only found 
out this Wednesday, Nov. 
1, that Mr. Bugliosi had 
apparently. gotten my 
original unlisted phone 
number and my 1969 work 
address... by using offi- 


„cial DA channels, calling 


me as z witness in one cri- 
minal case and a criminal 
suspect in another." 

~ Bugliosi told a different 


story in an interview. ^ 
*l.had forgotten about 
the name of the milkman. 
but . . te name kind of 
rings a bên," he said. "I 
did have a milkman ‘by 
that name several years 


ago. I think back in "66-67. ~ 


I forgetwhen. D 
"And my only recollec- 


tion is that we had about.” 


$300 taken from our 
house. It was in my office. 
And one day there was a 
Tittle note left by the milk- 
man to the effect that 'I've 
looked all over the house 
and you have a very beau- 
tiful home. Не had per- 
mission to put milk in the 
refrigerator but here was 
a note saying to the effect 
that "I've looked all over 
the house'." 2 

"Being the investigator I 
am, 1 started thinking 
mavbe this guy took the 
$300, Bugliosi said. "I 
didn't have any evidence 
of it at all” 

"Around that time, he 
(the milkman) was ap- 
parently fired. I called the 
milk company. 1 asked 


38. 


why this guy was fired. ^ 
They said something 
about . ... the official rea- 
son was that he couldn't 
keep his books straighi 
-Off the record, he w 
dally coming in with 4 
«shortage in cash. The im- 
plication was that the man 
-was stealing. 1 said "well 
maybe И he's stealing 
from ‘the milk company, 
maybe. he's also stealing 
from ше’ = 

Bugliosi said he asked 
David F. Correa, a district 
attorney's investigator, to 
find out where Ще, тап 
worked. 

Bugliosi said he visited 
the man at his job, "told 
him .$300 was missing." 
The man denied taking it. 
Bugliosi seid he went to 
see (һе man's lawyer. He 
said the lawyer told him "I 
don't believe he's ever tak- 
en anything." 

Bugliosi said "that was 
the end of it." 

Weisel confirmed at the 
press conference that he 
had left Arden after "they 
informed me there was a 
shortage on the books.” 

Weise] said he told th 
dairy "this was ірсоггес! 
and he insisted that th 
dairy could not show him 
any such shortage. 


ы 39. 


Holding іп abeyance for а moment the Weisel's reaction to 


Bugliosi's false charge calling Mr. Weisel a thief, the following 


С glaring discrepancies are readily apparent in Bugliosi's contrived 
| г всепагіо: 
| H l. Weisel wasn't the Bugliosi's milkman "back in '66- 
1 Bg 67." His last day of work as а milkman was June 16, 
| 1965, almost four years from the date of March 13, 
| 4 1969 when Bugliosi first called Mrs. Weisel. 
| 
1 В 2. Тһе self-agcrendizing phrase, "Being the investigator 
| р I am, . . ." loses its punch with the realization thet 
| R Bugliosi appears to have been investigating a purported 
| 


1965 theft in 1969 -- almost NINE MONTHS BEYOND THE 
THREE YEAR STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS FOR EITHER GRAND 


THEFT OR BURGLARY! 


[ 3. Furthermore, the actual Weisel note (strangely preserved by 
Bugliosi and presented by him as a defense exhibit at his deposition) 
was as follows: 
“Mr. & Mrs. B. 

Can't help compliment your 
p home. I think its the most 

beautiful in the canyon, 

and and (sic) see many: 


Herb" 
The implications are more than a little different from those 


3 іп Bugliosi's description to the Los Angeles Times reporter: "I've 


ре looked all over the house and you have а very beautiful home." 
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The reaction of Mr. and Mrs. Weisel to the false and 


p 


slanderous story concocted by Bugliosi was understandable: 
"Sue him, and do it now!" 

Over that weekend a complaint for slander and intentional 
infliction of emotional distress was prepared, and on Monday, 
November 6, 1972, the pleadings were filed: Herbert H. Weisel 
and Rose L. Weisel vs. Vincent T. Bugliosi, L.A.S.C. No: C42612. 

As exhibits made part of the Complaint were the Weisels' 
earlier Declarations of November 3rd plus two new affidavits, 
which filled in the gaps and omissions of the two earlier 
statements. The affidavits also constituted the foundation for 
the Weisels' second news conference, held the same day the action 


was filed. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) Э 
counry or ios ancenzs | 87 

I, HERBERT H. WEISEL, depose and say that: 

17 In my Affidavit of November 3, 1972, I specifically 
referred to the subject matter of the-March, 1969, harrassing 
phone calls as about "a personal matter." 

2. In describing the time when Mr. Bugliosi personally 
came to my job at Tasker Instrument Company in May, 1969, I 
described part of his conversation as relating to a matter 
"personal to him." 

3. At the news conference at which I was questioned 
on November 3, 1972, I very carefully used the same phrases 
in referring to the "personal matter" which Mr. Bugliosi had 
been so upset about when he was harrassing me and my wife. 

4. Both my wife and I used that type of description , 
of the discussions we had had over the period of mid-March NW @ 
mid-May, 1969, with both Mr. Bugliosi and his wife because eo 
felt extremely sorry for Mrs. Bugliosi and their child. We 
did not want to hurt two people who we felt were as much victims 
of Mr. Bugliosi's harrassment as we меге. 

5. It was only on the day of that press conference 
that I learned for the first time that Mr. Bugliosi has told 


newsmen in response to their recent questioning that I supposedly 


stole money from his house during the first half of 1965. 


6. My wife and I sincerely tried to protect Mrs. 
Bugliosi and their child from hurt. The attorneys who 
questioned us and checked out the truth of the facts we gave 
them agreed. They agreed to run the press conference in such 
а way that no reference would be made or questions allowed on 
the full subject matter of the harrassing calls to my wife and 
Mr. Bugliosi's visits to my job. 


7. But Mr. Bugliosi has no such feelings about my wife 
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and my two children. Не has called me а THIEF. І have just 


seen that allegation in print for all the rest of the world to 


see in the Los Angeles Times. That allegation is untrue. 


8. I never stole anything from Mr. & Mrs. Bugliosi's 


home when I was a milkman for Ardens.Dairy and their house was 


part of my route. I was never accused by Mr. Bugliosi of 


stealing anything from his home in his phone calls to my wife 


or during the face to face meetings with him when he contacted 


me at work in 1969. 


9. 


I was never accused by Arden Dairy of stealing 


anything from Mr. Bugliosi's home. 


10. 


Mr. Bugliosi has added this new slanderous charge 


to the ordeal that he already put us through three years ago. 


My wife and I feel that he is willing to charge me falsely as 


a thief -- to lie and to hurt us and our children -- to win 


an election. 


11. 


We feel that our past concern for his family has 


given way now to the need to show what the whole truth is and 


to show what kind of пап Мг. Bugliosi is. We feel that the 


effect on his wife and child cannot be as Бай аз the effect on 


Los Angeles County if this type of man should be elected 


District Attorney. 


12. 


Both my wife and I have made the following facts 


_ known to a number of people. 


(a) In the phone calls Mr. Bugliosi made to my 


wife between March 14 and March 25, 1969, as she 


described them to me, he stated that he wanted my 


records at Arden Dairy to see if I was the milkman 


on his route at the time his wife became pregnant. He 


said that he didn't believe he was the father of their 


child. 


(b) On May 12, 1969, when Mr. Bugliosi came to 


2. 
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Tasker Instrument Со. where I worked, he asked пе to 


‘сопе outside the building to talk to him. He asked 


if I had worked at Arden Dairy. When I said that I 
may қас айа asked why he wanted to know, he asked for 
my written authorization to see Arden's records. I 
asked who he was, and he wouldn't identify himself, 

(c) When I pressed him further he said that 
he wanted the records to check whether or not I was 
the milkman on his route at the time his wife became 
pregnant. He said he didn't think he was the father 
of his child. I asked him if he was accusing me of 
adultery with his wife. He said that's why he wanted 
to check the records, 

` (4) I was outraged. І told him that I was married 
and had two children. Т told him that I had never even 
seen his wife. I told him, "You must be pretty crazy 
to think I'd have an affair with your wife or anyone 
else's on the route." Т also told him, "You better get 
out of here before I deck you." He left. I immediately 
called my attorney, Mr. Echt, about this incident. 

(e) The day after Mr. Bugliosi had spoken to me 
at Tasker the second time (when Mr. Farris had followed 
Mr. Bugliosi to his car and gotten his license number 
Mr. Bugliosis wife appeared at our house in the morning. 
She said that she was the wife of the man who had been 
harrassing us. She asked to speak to us, 

(f) She said that she was sorry for what her 
husband had been putting us through but that he didn't 
believe that he was the father of his own child, even 
though the child was "the spitting image" of her 
husband. We asked why she continued to live with a 


man who was accusing her of adultery. We said that 
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SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE МЕ 


THIS 4th DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1972, 


/s/ CHARLES H. GOLDSTEIN 
NOTARY‘ PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID 
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her husband should be getting psychiatric help. She 


» told us that she'd tried many times, but that he 


wouldn't do it. n 

ЕС) During the time I was there she asked us 
just please to give her husband the written authorization 
for my Arden personnel records that he had been requesting 
and "maybe that will satisfy him.” I told her that 
after the hell her husband had put us through, I wasn't 
about to do anything for him. I was extremely angry 
and upset with her and with him at this point. 

(h) I remember that at about this point my wife 


was also upset and told her that, "If you're living with 


aman like that, you deserve him." 

` (d) г left to pick up пу daughter at school ала” 
saw Мг. Bugliosi parked іп his V.W. around the corner. 
out of sight of our house. He waived and called,"Hi, 
Herb." When I came back his wife was just leaving 
our house. 

(3) I reaffirm all of the other facts ав set 

forth in my affidavit of November 3, 1972. Е 
Executed this 4th day of November, 1972, at Beverly Hills, 


California, 


/s/ HERBERT H. WEISEL 
HERBERT Н, WEISEL 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) $3 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 27” 

I, ROSE L. WEISEL, depose and say that: 

1. I have read my husband, Herb's, declaration of this 
same date. His statement about why'we are now making these 
further declarations is absolutely’ true. 

2. As a mother of two young children, I desperately 
sympathize with Mrs. Bugliosi and their son. But Mr. Bugliosi's 
totally false accusation of theft against my own husband dis- 
places those charitable feelings I have had toward his family. 

3. I am now convinced that the whole truth of this matter 
should be disclosed to show just how false Mr. Bugliosi's charge 
is and just what kind of man it is who will make that charge 
just to try to win an election. 8% 


4. Оп the second day that Mr. Bugliosi called пе on 


“the telephone at our home he said again (as he had in his E 


call) that he wanted to verify my husband's work record at Arden 
Dairy. І asked how he had gotten our unlisted phone number. 
He said he had ways and implied that he had gotten it through a 
friend who worked in a credit bureau. 

5. When I again asked him why he wanted the records, he 
said that he had a child, but the child wasn't his. I asked 
if he was implying that my husband had fathered his child. т 
asked if he had taken a blood test. He said that they didn't 
prove anything. I told him that he was sick and that he should 
see a psychiatrist. 

6. I received additional calls from Mr. Bugliosi through 
March 25, 1969. 

7. І spent as long as 10 minutes on some of them talking 
to him. On a couple of occasions, I remember specifically 
he said, "You're a very nice lady. I like to talk to you." 3 


8. During these other calls, he again discussed with me 


1. 
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the fact that he wanted to get the records about my husband 
because he thought my husband was the milkman on their route 
four years earlier when their child was conceived. I told him 
that this was very sick, that it was ridiculous, and that he 
should get some professional help ааа of harrassing us 
this way. 

9. The day after my husband and Rod Farris had gotten 
Мг. Bugliosi's license number at the plant, we were visited at 
home by a woman who introduced herself as the wife of the man 
who had been harrassing us. She wanted to talk so we invited 
her in. ( 

10. She apologized for all of the humiliation her husband | 
had caused us. She said that even though their boy was the 
spitting image of her husband, he didn't think it was his. I 
asked if they had taken blood tests to check. She said they ) 
had, but that her husband still doubted that the child was his% 

11. I told her that he should be seeing a psychiatrist. 
She said that she had been after him for a long time to do it, | 
but he wouldn't go. She said, "I know he's sick. He's got a | 
mental problem." She said, "The next thing he'll do is check | 
on the Fuller Brush man and every other salesman who came to | 
the house." She said that she had never seen my husband before. 
She said that she had never been with another man, that she worked 
during the day, and that she had neither the time or the inclina- 
tion for having an affair with anyone because she loved her 
husband. 

12. I then asked her why she had come to our home. She 
said that if we could only give the written authorization that 
her husband wanted, maybe he would be satisfied. I told her 
that I was sick and tired of all this, that we had been harrassed 


to the point where we had to keep our children close to home, 


I had to watch out for them, and that.we had even had to arrange 


2. 
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to pick them up at school ourselves because we were afraid for 


their safety. 

13. She said that he wasn't dangerous. I said that M 
man who denied his own child and accused her of the things he 
had, would, as ‘far as I was concerned) be capable of harming the 
children of the man he seemed to be accusing of fathering his 
child. I told her that I was fed up even with her new coming | 
to пу home, and that I was to the point where I was going to 
the D.A. to put a stop to it. М ce | 

14. Her face turned white, and she started to cry and | 
pleaded with us not to do that because she didn't want it ` | 
made public and didn't want her friends to know about the / 
problem with her husband. I told her that her husband had / 
better not show his face around our house. 

15. There was other conversation along this same vein 
during the time that my husband was gone to get our daughter, 
at school. The woman left just about the time when my NE | 
and daughter returned. Аз that time he told me he had seen 1 
the man who had been "bugging him at the plant," that the man 
had been sitting around the corner in the white Volkswagon when 
he had driven to the school. - D 

16. І reaffirm all of the other facts as set forth in 
my affidavit of November 3, 1972. 


Executed on November 4, 1972, at Beverly Hills, California, 


`.. /в/ ROSE L, WEISEL 
à ROSE L. WEISEL 


93 "мді 
= ий: 


Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this 4th day of November, 1972. . ) 
/s/ CHARLES H. GOLDSTEIN  - ` [SEAL] 


NOTARY PUBLIC IN.AND FOR SAID 
$ COUNTY AND STATE. 
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At that November 6th news conferencs, the Weisels' attorney, 
George Denny, vowed to the press that the acticn was not а political 
gimmick, to be dismissed immediately after the election, but that 
the suit would be pursued either to judgment or settlement. = 


То that end, between January 10 and January 31, 1973, some 


nine depositions were taken by Denny. Among those who testified: 


1. DAVID CORREA testified that he was an investigator 
for the District Attcrney's Bureau of Investigation. 
He identified the Requests for Investigation of 
March 5, 1968, and April 22, 1969, as those he had 
worked up following phone requests from then Deputy 


D.A. Bugliosi. 


2. BARBARA J. TUCKER, the Custodian of Records of the 
Glendale Police Department, produced records of 
complaints by the Buglicsis about mysterious persons 
around the house during the time of the Tate- 
LaBianca case. However, she testified that a 
thorough search of the files disclosed no report of 


any $300 theft from the Bugliosi home at any timz. 


3. Vincent T. Bugliosi clung steadfastly to the story he 
had given the Times. His explanation for making no 
report to the Glendale Police of the alleged $300 theft 
was that he was tops in investigating crimes, so it 
would have been an idle act to notify and seek the 


help of the police. 
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MRS. GAIL BUGLIOSI denied that she had ever seen or 
spoken to either Mr. or Mrs. Weisel, denied that she 
had been to their home, denied that she had ever been 
to Bernard Echt's law offices, and denied that she 
had ever met Echt or attorney Bernard Winsberg at 


those offices. 


BERNARD ECHT testified that he had been contactsd 

by Herb Weisel in March, 1969, concerning strange phone 
calls to Mrs. Weisel from a man. The man felt that 
Mr. Weisel might have fathered the man's child while 

a milkman on their route, and he wanted authorization 


to see Weisel's personnel records at Arden Farms. ® 
= 


Echt confirmed having gotten "the man's" license number ^ 
from Mr. Weisel after the setup meeting in May 

outside Tasker Electrcnics Co. Не. identified the DMV 
Report of May 16, 1969, as that which he received from 
his investigator after Mr. Weisel's friend had staked 

out the parking lot from which Bugliosi had driven after 


the Tasker meeting. 


Furthermore, Echt identified Vincent and Gail Bugliosi 


as the couple who came to his office the day after the 
\ 


Tasker meeting. He testified that, in the presence of 

fellow attorney Bernard Winsberg, Vince Bugliosi stated 

that he had been making the calls to Mrs. Weisel; thet 3 
he would cease harrassing the Weisels; that his wife, Cail, 


had passed a lie detector test, but he was still unsure 


11А42561805023А RFK3861C€ 
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and would like Mr. Weisel to take one; however, in 
all events Vince would annoy them no more and would 
offer to pay them $100 as "earnest money" to show 


his good faith. 


6. BERNARD G. WINSBERG testified that he was a former 
Deputy District Attorney who had helped Уіпсз 
Bugliosi put on his first preliminary hearing. 

He testified further that he introduced Vince and 
his wife to Echt because Vince had refused to identify 
himself to the receptionist when he came in seeking 
to see Echt, and he confirmed in detail the meeting 
with the four of them in which Vince acknowledged the 
harrassment of the Weisels, promised to stop, and 


the $100 "earnest monsy" offer. \ 


The last deposition scheduled by the plaintiffs took place 
on January 3lst. Then, supposedly, Bugliosi was going to destroy 
the credibility of the Weisels by his blistering examination of 
them on their depositions. 

Although Bugliosi had scheduled the taking of Mr. and Mrs. 
Weisel's depositions for February 1, 1973, his attorney cancelled 
them and, instead, initiated negotiations for settlement. 


Bugliosi's initial offer of $500 was rejected. Ultimately, 


he raised his offer to $12,500. 


The choice for the Weisels was difficult. One objective 


of having publicized their ordeal with Bugliosi had been 
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accomplished: Bugliosi had not become District Attorney of 
Los Angeles County. On the other hand, part of the settlement 
package that Bugliosi was proposing along with the money would 
cover up the testimony of those deposed witnesses whose sworn 
statements proved not only Bugliosi's lies in manufacturing 
the $300 theft story but also established his perjury in the 
course of his own deposition. 

Ultimately, because of the substantial sum offerred and 
the potential costs -- emotional as well as financial -- of 
continued litigation, the Weisels agreed to accept the offere 
settlement. Then came the provisos. | 

? Bugliosi insisted that there be handed over to him all : 
of the stenographic notes of the yet untranscribed nine 
depositions that had been taken by Denny. The Affidavit of 
Barbara Crooker, C.S.R., sets forth the procadure by which 


Bugliosi gained possession of her steno-tapes. 
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AFFIDAVIT OF BARBARA CROOKER ® 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

) ss. 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 


I, BARBARA CROOKER, being first duly sworn, do hereby 


depose and say that: 


1. І ап now and at all times pertinent hereto was а 


Certified Shorthand Reporter, licensed as such by the State 


of California; and during the period referred to herein I 


ооо о ы о у н 


worked for Sarnoff Court Reporters, Inc. 


2. On the dates indicated below, I took the depositions 


ес ЕЗ 
ы 
о 


- 
[Г] 


of the following named individuals pursuant to notices 


filed in connection with the case of Herbert H. Weisel and Rose 


= 
Y 
ы 
w 


m 
ы 


L. Weisel vs. Vincent T. Bugliosi, et а1., L.A.S.C. №; C42612: 


$ 14 January 10, 1973: Vincent T. Bugliosi 
15 January 11, 1973: Gail Margaret Bugliosi 
ү 16 January 12, 1973: ‘Bernard с. Winsberg, Barbara J. De 
tw 17 and David F. Correa 
18 January 17, 1973: Bernard Echt, and Richard Carlson 
y 19 January 23, 1973: David J. Epstein 
January 31, 1973: Charles Winner 


Gs 
РЧ 
© 


ә 
P 


3. Other than one short partial transcript of several 


pages which I prepared at the request of Geo. V. Denny III, Esq., 


БЕЗ 
№ 
wv 


w 
ao 


I did not transcribe any of the depositions because Mr. Denny 


о 
> 


had told me that none was to be transcribed until I was otherwise 


№ 
a 


notified pursuant to an agreement between Mr. Denny and Stephen 


М. Solomon, Esq., attorney for Mr. Bugliosi. 


с еа 


4. On February 13, 1973, a statement from Sarnoff Court 


Reporters, Inc. was rendered to Mr. Denny in the sum of $450.00 


шз 
м 
© 


for the depositions I had taken. The daily and half-daily rate 


was charged because none of the depositions had been transcribed. 


ud 
$ 


A copy of tbe statement is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" anc 3 


incorporated herein by reference. 
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5. Оп March 22, 1973, I appeared in Mr. Denny's office 
in Beverly Hills and brought with me all of the steno-tapes 
of the depositions I had taken, as set forth in Paragraph 2 above. 
Another Certified Shorthand Reporter was present at that time. 
I was sworn and my own deposition was taken by Mr. Solomon and 
Mr. Bugliosi. I was questioned as to whether or not I had copied 
or transcribed any of the steno-tapes other than the partial 
transcript mentioned in Paragraph 2 above. At the conclusion 
of my testimony, having identified all of the steno-tapes I 
had taken in connection with the case, I turned over possession 
of those steno-tapes to Mr. Bugliosi, and the partial transcript 
previously mentioned was also turned over to Mr. Bugliosi. 

6. I have neither seen those steno-tapes nor had any 


further connection with the case since March 22, 1973. 


Шен 


ВВА. CROOKER 


Subscribed and sworn to before me .. 


this @@, day оғ , 1974. 


COUNTY AND STATE 


OFFICIAL SEAL 


PHYLLIS DESCHAMPS 
j) NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA 
PRINCIPAL OFFICE IN. 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


My Commission Expires January 9, 1978 
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(213) 938-2461 


ı Sarnoff Court Reporters, Inc 10. 295-277547 
CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTERS Rptr: Crooker 
һо WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE S19 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 10034 REFER TO DEPO NO.. 


Feb. 13, 1973 


George V. Denny, III 


315 S. Beverly Dr, TO INSURE PROPER CREDIT, 
Beverly Hills, Calif, 90212 PLEASE RETURN ONE COPY 
OF THIS INVOICE. 
SS HE реконс HERBERT H. WEISEL, etc. 
vs 


VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI, et al No. C 42612 


Vicent T. Bugliosi, 1/10/73 (А11 Day) . . $100.00 
Gail Bugliosi, 1/11/73 (Half Day ).. 50.00 
B.J. Tucker, D. Correa & B. Winsberg 1/12. 100.00 
В. Echt & D. Carlson, 1/17/73 (All Day). . 100.0 
David Epstein, 1/23/73 (Half Day ).. 50.0 
С. М. Winner, 1/31/73 ( Half Day ).. 50.00 
Total $350.00 


DrrosirioN (s) оғ: 


. 
ORIGINAL AND ONE Copy: 


Full credit applied if transcribed within 30 days 


EXHIBIT "A" 
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In addition, Bugliosi insisted that his payment would be 
in cash; that there be no reference in any document to any 2 
money having actually been paid; and that, in addition toa / 
more or less regular Release Agreement, there should bs а \ 
separate Liquidated Damages Agreement to provide specified 
money damages if either side should reveal the actuel terms 
of the Agreement. 

The two documents went through several draft stages. 
Bugliosi initially sought $50,000 as the figure for liquidated 
damages but finally agreed to $15,000. (Ре 

On March 21 and 22, 1973, the final versions of both N 
documents were signed by Mr. and Mrs. Bugliosi, Mr. and Mrs. 


Weisel, and the attorneys for both sides. All signatures were 


notarized. 


g 
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RELEASE AGREE: 


This agreement made this 9.22 day of March, 1973, зу 
and between Herbert Н. Weisel, Rose Б Б. Weisel, а George V. 
Denny III, herein called Parties of First Part, and, 
Vincent T. Bugliosi and Gail M. Bugliosi, herein called 
Parties. of the Second Part, is a release; whereby ther 
signed, pursuant to Section 1541 of the Civil Соёз of С: 
x extinguish. their rights. and claims as herein enumerated, 


ornia, 


2; Noon therefore,. for valuable кеңөтбакаб күр receipt oz 
ich is heresy acknowlsdged, the undersigned egrce аз туз: 


71. Sach Party of the First Part, on ізі 
his Repent executors, administrators, 
releases and Gischarges. the Parties of t 
heirs; executors, administrators, and assigns from all ri 
claims and causes of action of any kind or nature wha 
which each Party of the First Part 3 
cessors now have or may, after the signing of this age 
have against the Partias ОЁ the Second Part and their 
mentioned successors arising out of entire alleged 
(аз set forth in Los Angeles Superior Coure o. С 42612) ос 
arising out of any allegedly def ents made Бу 
Vincent T. Bugliosi at any time prior to IDE of this myree- 
ment, 


thoir neirs, 
rights, cla 
Second Part гла his or her above 

or мау, after the signing of thia 
Parties of the 
arising out of 
Bugliosi or Gail 


the signing of 
initiated by or on behalf of Korber 
or George V. Denny ИТГ, prior to ihe 


3. In addition, the 
agree to hold harmless and in 
Part, and each of thea, wit 
by or on behalf of their 
and Wendy S. Bugliosi, ИЕ out of any of 
mentioned. Я 


sikosi, 4 
matters, 


4. It is undex а S 
the conproidise of 3 2 
consigeration made i. 
liability on the part of azy party cies 


deny liability therefor and intend merely to avoid litiga: . ала 
buy their peace. 
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5. It is further understood end agreed that all rights 
under Section 1542 of the Civil Coée of Procecure and any 
similar law of any state or territory of the United States are 
hereby expressly waived. Said Section reads as follows: 


"1542. A general release Goes not extend 
to claims which the creditor does not know 
or suspect to st in his favor at the 
time of executing the release, which 12 
known by Him must have materially affected 
his settlement with the debtor." 


nt have read this relosse 


6. All parties to this agre 
d to them by lecai counsel. 


and had the terms used herein expla 


READ CAREFULLY BEFORE SIGNING. 


Дела. 1/20 0 


HERBERT Н. WEISEL 


iaa Z lical 


ROSE L. iei 


GAIL M. SUGLIOSI S 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 55. Э 


On this 2. 4%, of March, 1973, before me, the 
undersigned;-a Notary Public in and for said State, 
personally appeared HERBERT H. WEISEL, known to me to 
be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 


instrument and acknowledged that he execu! 


OFFICIAL SEAL 


GEORGE V. DENNY Ill 


PUGLIC . CALIFGRNIA 


COUNTY 


FÖR SAID COUNTY AND {5 27, 1873 


On this PL of March, 1973, before me, the 
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State, 
personally appeared ROSE L. WEISEL, known to me to 
be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged that she exec: the same 
OFFICIAL SEAL 


GEORGE V. DENNY Ill 


3 Sth] NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA 
PRINCIPAL OFFICE IN 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


m 
TA Bommission Expires у 27, 1373 
LER Uds sut Re DA AV C | 


On this 22и: day of Merch, 1973, Бе=оге me, the 
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State, 
personally appeared GEORGE V. DENNY III, known to me to ® 
be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 
instrument andacknowledged that he,executed the same, 


on this 25^" day of March, 1973, before me, the 
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State, 
personally appeared VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI, known to me to 
be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged that һе executed the зам 


On this 2-/ day of March, 1973, before me, the 
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State, 
personally appeared GAIL M, BUGLIOSI, known to me to 
be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged that she executed the same, 


жез‏ ا 


NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY АМ 


2 


CONN: 


PUDLIC - CALIF 
IPAL OFFICE 


AUGUST И, 26 


3 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT: 


McGURRIN & DENNY 


. M 
Attorneys for VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI 
and GAIL M. BUGLIOSI 
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LIQUIDATED DAMAGES АСВЕЕМЕКТ $9 


1. The undersigned parties to this Liquidated Damaces 
Agreement namely, Vincent T. Bugliosi, Gail M. Bugliosi, He-- 
bert H. Weisel, Rose L. Weisel, George V. Denny III апа 
Stephen W. Solomon, hereby agree that in return for each 
other's promises, none of them, by themselves or through their 
agents or some other party, will hereafter repeat, write or 
utter, or cause to be repeated, written or uttered, to any 
member of the press or news media or any third party, any оѓ 
the charges or allegations пабе which resulted in the case of 
Herbert H. Weisel and Rose L. Weisel vs. Vincent T. Bugliosi 
(L.A.S.C. No. C 42612), and which are contained within saic 
L.A.S.C. No. C 42612. 


2. All of the aforementioned and undersigned parties 
further agree that in return for each other's promises, none 
of them, by themselves or through their agents or some other 
party, will hereafter offer eviĉence of or disclose, in any 
fashion whatsoever, to any member of the press or news media 
or any third party, the fact, if it be a fact, that either . 
party paid the opposing party any sum of money at all, or the 
terms of the settlement, if any, that either undersignec party 
or parties made or paid to any other undersigned party or 
parties arising out of the case of Herbert H. Weisel 
Weisel vs. Vincent T. Bugliosi, (L.A.S.C. No. C 42612). 


Resê L. 


3. All of the aforementioned and undersigned parties 
agree that it will be permissible for them to say, if &skeCc, 
that mutual releases were given, the case was dismissed, anc Э 
"the case was settled to the mutual satisfaction of all partie “ 
It will also be permissible to say, if asked, "We have agre2d 
not to discuss the matter any further with anyone." 


4. All of the aforementioned and undersigned parties 
further agree that in return for each other's promises, логе 
of them, by themselves or through their agents or some other 
party, will ever give or show (or'cause to be given or sh 
this Liquidated Damages Agreement, or reveal or cause to ге 
revealed the contents of this Liquidated Damages Agreement, to 
any member of the press or news media or any third party. 
statement by any of the parties to this agreement to the efcect 
"there's an agreement not to talk" ог "we've signed an agreement 
not to talk" is hereby pronibited. 


5. 'All of the aforementioned and undersigned parties 
further agree that in the event of a breach of any of tne promises 
contained in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, or 4 of this agreement, it would 
be impracticable or extremely difficult to fix the actual С ges 
to the injured party; and, therefore, Vincent T. Bugliosi, Gail 
M. Bugliosi and Stephen W. Solomon agree that in the event tnat 
any or all of them breach this agreement, the breaching party 
“ос parties wi to Herbert H. Weisel, Rose L. Weisel anc 


George V. Enny III, Nliquidđdated damages and not as a penalty, 
the sum ich represents a reasonable compensation 
for the such breach. Herbert H. Weisel, Rose L. 
Weisel and Georg т Denny III, likewise agree that in the event 
that any or ali of them breach this agreement, the breaching party 
or parties wi - о Vincent Т. Bugliosi, Gail М. Bugliosi 
Stephen W/Solomon, а iquidated damages, and not as a penal 


the sum df $15,000.00, wich represents a reasonable compensát 
for the ss incurred by/such breach. However, if suit is under- 
taken by Vines iosi or Gail М. Bugliosi or either of 
к р E 


аў 


,DATED: March 2.), /¢72 
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their children, Vincent T. 
(or any Guardian ad Litem 5 
against any person not а ра 
of action relating to, arising out of, or having to do with 
any of the subject matter of the Case of Weisel v. Bucl: 622, 
L.A.S.C. №. С 42612, any party hereto who is subpoenaed to 
appear in stch action either for deposition or for trial shall 
be permitted to testify fully as to all questions put to hi 
her and shall not be liable to Vincent T. Bugliosi, Gail M. 
Bugliosi, or Stephen W. Solomon, for the liguidated damages 
as provided for herein. 


DATED: Ase h 2-2, /272 е - 
с 225.22 E M MEO 


VINCENT Т. BUGLZOST 


paren: Sa 2% күт ол Qu os 
| MeO ү (бйр 


GAIL М. BUGLIOSI 5 B 


DATED: /“4reh 2), 273 
Дед, A И 
HERBERT Н. 


کک 
ROSE L. WEISEL‏ 


DATED: Aare h 22, ($73 
کر کے‎ 


DATED: Meech 22 (923 
LAC ف‎ 0а: д1 RR 


STEPHEN W. SPLOMON 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
-= . ) ss. 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 


On this 22= day of March, 1973, before me, the under- 
signed, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally ap- 
peared VINCENT T. SUGLIOSI, known to me to be the person whose 
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 


that he executed th . amt anene 
ле OFFICIAL © 


CAROL Р. BRE 


WITNESS my hand and officiat7seal. 


NOTARY PLELIC CAL мА 
я LOS ANGELES СО: Y % 
? My Commission Ёзи 22.1978 
их TZ SPST SET rn E 


1 ت‎ “ў 
NOT. PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY AND STATE 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss. 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES) 


On this -' дау” of March, 1973, before пе, the члігі- 
signed, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally а;- 
peared GAIL M. 3UGLIOSI, known to me to be the person whose 
name is subscribed to the within instrument and а 
that she executed the same. 


CIAL $21. 
CONNIE L. DAIL 
NOTAnY РЫЗЫС 

PRINCIPAL OFF 


LCS ANGELES СО 
ON DUNRES AUGUST И, 1975 


WITNESS my Pag and official seal. 


Coes d УЕ : ve 


NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY AN 


On this au) азу of March, 1973, before me, the undez- 
signed, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally ap- 
peared HERBERT H. WEISEL, known to me to be the person ose 
name is subscribed to the within instrument and ackno 
that he executed the same. 


OFFICIAL SEAL 


GEORGE V. DENNY IIl 


NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFCANIA 
PRINCIPAL OFFICE IN 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


WITNESS шү hand and official seal. 


On this “шй, Gay of March, 1973, before me, 
signed, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally az- 
peared ROSE L. WEISEL, known to me to be the person whose 

name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 
that she executed the same. i A aa о TT 


OFFICIAL SSAL 


GEORGE V. DENNY III 
UBLIC . CALIFORNIA 


APAL OFFICE IN 
ELES COUNTY 


WITNESS 


On this 22" day of March, 1973, before me, the unéer- 
signed, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally ap- 
peared GEORGE V. DENNY III, known to ме to be the person wncse 
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowlecged 
that he executed the same. 


WITNESS ту hand and official/seal. 


> Xa. 


‘NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY AND STATE 
On this 227 day of March, 1973, before me, the uncer- 
signed,-à-Notary Public in and for said State, personally ар- 
peared STEPHEN М. SOLOMON, known to me to be the person wnose 
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 
that he recurred the same. 


سی ی 


OFFICIAL © 
WITNESS m hand. and Er um 


0: 
My Commission Ls 


LA م2‎ ———<——— SS ae 
NOTARY KES Z AND FOR SAID COUNTY AND STATES 99i 


The cash payoff was made in two installments: $12,000 


on March 22, 1973, and $500 on April 9, 1973. 
The monies were deposited on the dates received into 
George Denny's trust account, as reflected by the deposit 


slips and monthly statements. 
Checks from that trust account disbursed the proceeds 


to Mr. and Mrs. Weisel and to Denny for attorney's fees and 


costs. 
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А dismissal of the action was entered, and so 
ended the lawsuit. 
But Vincent T. Bugliosi just couldn't stay out 


of trouble. 
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Just two weeks after he made the last $500 cash payment 2 9 
on "the milkman case," Bugliosi formed a liaison with Virginia / 
Cardwell, a medical receptionist living with her five ysar old | 
son in a small apartment in Senta Monica. The details of | 
the relationship are relevant only to the point of refuting 
statements made later by Bugliosi to the Santa Monica Police 
when he was under investigaticn for having beaten up Mrs. Cardw=1)\. 

For a period between April 24 and June 25, 1973, Bugliosi 
saw Mrs. Cardwell approximately 11 times, more frequently at 
her apartment but occasionally at his law office. 

On June 13th, Mrs. Cardwell called Bugliosi at his office 
(phone: 272-8531) and asked to see him to discuss something 
of importance. Following his arrival at her apartment, she told ® 
him that she thought she was pregnant. Bugliosi, greatly ups2t, 
insisted that she get an abortion. Mrs. Cardwell initially 
refused on moral grounds, but, after being alternately subjected 
to pleas and threats by Bugliosi, she finally told him she 
would get one. 

Bugliosi told her to find out the cost so that he coulc 
give her the money. Mrs. Cardwell wasn't yet certain that she 
was pregnant, nor did she intend to get an abortion even if she 
were pregnant. Nevertheless, to pacify Bugliosi -- who callec 
her continually to make sure she would go through with it -- she 
told him she had checked out doctors and hospitals and that it 
would cost $450. 

On June 20th, Bugliosi handed over to Mrs. Cardwell $448 in 3 


cash -- the two dollar discrepancy resulting from his having taken 
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that amount out for his lunch that day. 
Mrs. Cardwell did not want to deposit the money in her 


checking account since she was at the time drawing disability 


Р compensation and didn't want a large deposit appearing оп her 
|2 records. Also, she really wasn't sure what to do with Bugliosi's 
г money, knowing she had по intention of getting ап abortion. 
Therefore, she purchased two money orders for $200 and $250 -- 
Г chipping in the missing two dollars herself. Although the date 
and amounts were filled in by the bank, the purchaser and payses 
| were left blank. 
| When she got home, she typed in her own папа аз payee and 
Bugliosi's as purchaser on both money orders. However, on one 
® stub, she typéd the name of ап obstetrician she'd picked at 
random from the yellow pages, and on the other stub she typed 
"UCLA Med. Ctr." These stubs she intended to show to Bugliosi 
to convince him that the abortion he'd been insisting on had 


occurred. 
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Bugliosi told Mrs. Cardwell that on Friday, June 22nd, 
he would be in Santa Barbara, arguing a motion on the Phil Reagan 
case. She told him that the abortion would be scheduled for that 
day. 

On Monday, June 25th, Bugliosi phoned Mrs. Cardwell twice. 
In the first call, he inquired whether the abortion had taken 
place. Іп the second call, іп mid-afternoon, he screamed at 
her that he had just checked both the doctor and the hospital 
and that neither had ever heard of her. 

Approximately 30 minutes following that call, Bugliosi 
came through the back door of Mrs. Cardwell's apartment and 
into her bedroom where she was changing clothes. What 
occurred thereafter appears in the official Santa Monica Police 


Crime Report. 
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f On 6-25-73 at 1900 hours, Officer Rahm was detailed to 2220 Ocean Park 
|) Blvd. {А regarding an assault and battery. Upon arrival, contacted 
“tha victim, Virginia Cardwell who related tho following. 


8 Sha stated that at approximtely 1600 on this date, she was ín the 
“9 bedroom of her apartment when her boyfriend, Vincent T. Duglioni, 

(the former Assistant District Attorney of Los Angales County) 
1 her apartment through the rear door. Не came into hor bodzoom 
В ana began to beat her. She stated that he tfirew her onto tha bed, 

jumped on top of hor and began pulling her hair and choking her. 

Ша then struck her in tae face several times with hig lats, thon threw 
8 her to the floor and pulling her orf of the floor by her hair. Нә 

then grabbed her throat and choked hor approximately three more timas, 


|1 Officer Rahm asked Cardwell whet led up to this incident. She 
“then gave the following statement. She stated that sha first mot vincent 
141913054 оп 4-24- through a friend Julia Antonelli іп her apartnent 
E B: 2216 Ocean Park 2B. Ио then ompnnied her to ther apartment 
З гла they talked for а fow moments, when he began to kiss her. Ие 
then physically pulled her into her own bcdroom and continued to kisa hor 
f stating that he wanted to wake love to her. She refused nd thoy 
Brot: went back to the apartmant at 2216 2B Ocean Park. lo then 
left a few moments later and Cardwell roturned to her cpartnent apgroximnte 
hours later to discover hin uciting in hex bedroom. She stated he 
ain mado advances and was току гаагевзіуг спа that she submitted 
ead they had sexual relations. 


НЕЗ that incident, Cardwell statos she has soen Dugliosis appxoxinctaly 
^11 times and has had soxual ro ations with him on numerous сссавһоля, 


Bresse 11/2 weaka ayo, she told him that sha beliovcd she was 
pregnant. Upon hearing thin, Bugliosi Беслие very angry and ki 
tckill her if sha had the baby. Че then gave her $448.00 
. for an abortion. Caxdvell told һа that nhe eid not balie 
{abortions and he again became very angry and *hrceatenod to . 
“She waa ín fear for hor safety, zo che told Suglioesi cn Fri ‚ cane 22, 
(that she did have an abortion. .Sha stated thet she gruve hia ‘Но nace 


| ОЕ a doctor which she picked out of tke phone book, 


9 


When йа сапе to her apartment this aftexneen snd bagan beating hes, sho 
Mstated that he accused hor of Laing a liar and told her that ha 
“checked with tho doctor's office and with the hospital and 
that she had not been treated thero. Cardwell could not гей 


| name of the doctor that she give to Bugliosi, 


Whilo beating her, he stated such things as ?I'll break evexy bone in 
“your body- this will ruin my caxeor.” По also demanded that 
| him the truth as to vhethar sho had had an cbortion, stating 
mould not loave tho apartment alive if sho liod to him. Ska € 
[M as boing extremely angry and upset, z 


"After remaining in the apartment for a fow minutes, he then Ісін, aay 
,Cardwell was insistent that a police report bo filed, statinc that ` ШЕ 
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LÍ ASSAULT AND" BATTERY 73 11072 6-25-73 1600 
Pg 3 
[ét] 
she wished to press chargea for the assault and battery and d 


~ because sho fears he will attempt to harm hor again. Sha also 
u gave a description of his vehicle а 1973 Buick silver/black with 
^ possible California license 327 HEY. 


] The only visible injury to Cardwell was a bruiso over tho left co-nor 
^ of the left oye and sho was advised to go to the Santa Monica Polica 
Station whoca an I. D. Tach could take a color photo of tho injury. 
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As might be expected, the press picked up on the story, 


which quickly appeared in newspapers and on radio and т.у. 
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at essful. 
Ve i 


Herald.Examiner pioto 
VINCENT BUGLIOSI 


Vincent T. Биз! 
cessful candidate for ci 
torney, today wa 
assault and batiecy 
year-old wemun me 
„ant in a citizens сор 
iwith Santa Menica police. 

Virginia Cardwell, о! 
Ocean Park Elyd., Santa 
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Police declined 10 
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Bugliosi's response, however, was something less than 
orthodox. 

On the morning of Tuesday, June 26th, Bugliosi and his 
secretary, Barbara Silver, gained entry to Mrs. Cardwell's 
apartment. While Mrs. Silver stayed with Mrs. Cardwell's son 
in the living room, Bugliosi took Mrs. Cardwell into the bedroom 
and for over four hours begged, pleaded, cajoled and threatened 
her to change her story and to notify both the police and ths 
press that her first story had been untrue. 

Succumbing to his rather effective persuasive techniques, 
Mrs. Cardwell finally agreed to go along with a story he provided 
for her. Supposedly, their relationship had been solely that of 
attorney-client. Indeed, Mrs. Cardwell was supposed to havs hed 
contact with him only two times: once on the date of June 14, 
1973, when she supposedly paid him a $100 cash retainer for 
work he was to do on delinquent child support; the second time 
on June 25th, when she supposedly sought return cf the retainsr 
and was rebuffed by Bugliosi. The bruises then showing both 
around her eye and on one arm were to be explained away as 
having been caused by her young son carelessly. swinging his 
baseball bat. 

To further enhance the story for the police, Bugliosi 
felt that there should be an office receipt to support the 
alleged June 14th $100 retainer payment. Distance and time, 
however, prevented Mrs. Silver from returning to Bugliosi's law 


office to prepare a regular receipt. Undaunted, Bugliosi had her 


type one up on plain bond paper on Mrs. Cardwell's old portable 


—3 
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typewriter! 
Тһе obedient secretary, now herself part of a conspiracy 


to obstruct justice, dutifully typed and signed the false 


document. 
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June 14, 1973 


te 


Received from Virginia Cardwell one hundred dollers ($100.00) 


for consultation fee regarding child support for son Christ, pher. 


P 46,22 
Barbzra Silver - personal secretary 


to VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI 
STANIEY, STEINBERG & BUGLIOSI 


co 
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Because the Herald Exami had given the initial 


story such prominence, Bugliosi insisted that before Mrs. 
Cardwell left for her 2:00 P.M. interview with the detectives, 
she call the reporter at the newspaper and give him the new 
"scenario." She did so. Then, with that additional rehearsal 
behind her, went to see the police. 

The Santa Monica Police Supplemental Report of June 26, 
1973, shows just how carefully and well Bugliosi coached Mrs. 
Cardwell. 

It also discloses how precisely Bugliosi himself stuck 
to the story when he contacted the officers immediately after 


Mrs. Cardwell's departure from the station. 
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The news media once again covered the story: not only 
concerning the retraction but concerning the rather extraordinary 
unwillingness of the Santa Monica City Attorney to charge Mrs. 
Cardwell with the crime of having filed a false report. 

Bugliosi had told Mrs. Cardwell that, in complying with 
his request to tell the police his newly concocted attorney-client 
story, she might well be charged with the misdemeanor of having 
given a false report initially. Bugliosi assured her, however, 
that he would get and pay for an attorney who could plead her 
guilty and get her off with a $25 or $50 fine, which he would 
also pay. 

That part of Bugliosi's plan backfired. After consulting 
with her brother, Mrs. Cardwell secured ths services of George 
Denny. Immediately, Denny called Bugliosi to advise him to cease 
telephoning Mrs. Cardwell. Shortly after that call, the City 
Attorney -- who had earlier announced that he was preparing 
charges against Mrs. Cardwell -- determined that such charges 


were no longer in the public interest. 
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Subsequently, it was decided that Mrs. Cardwell's 
interests would best be served by securing new private 
counsel totally unrelated to any prior actions against Bugliosi. 
Mrs. Cardwell ultimately went to the Beverly Hills Bar Lawyers' 
Referral Service and through them acquired the services of 
John H. Wolf. 

On October 19, 1973, Mr. Wolf wrote a letter to Bugliosi, 
advising him that Mrs. Cardwell intended te pursue her civil 
remedies against him for assault and battery. The bellicose 
response of Bulgiosi's attorney, Michael A. Heaman, did not 


serve his client particularly well. 
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BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90210 
. (213) 273-7166 


3 November Ist, 1973. 
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John H. Wolf, Esq. 
исКау & Wolf 

Attorneys At Law 

9595 Wilshire Boulevard 
Suite 700 

Beverly Hills, CA 90212 


Re: Vincent Bugliosi 


Dear Mr. Wolf: 


Your letter of October 19, 1973 to our client 
Vincent Bugliosi, has been referred to this office for reply. 


Please be advised that there can and will be only one 
response to the cryptic implications of your letter. Under no 
circumstances will our client, or anyone on his behalf, dignify 
your representation of Miss Cardwell with a meeting. Given the 
well known and documented reputation of your client, I am 
personally shocked that you, as a memn5er of the Bar, would 
undertake to become involved with М15$ Cavdwell. I can only 
conclude that you and your firm are to-:211y unaware of your 
client's demonstrably sordid and unprincipled habits. I an 
sure that once you thoroughly investigate this matter, and 
your client's past and present reputation and life style, you 
will conclude, as we have, that Miss Cardvell's complaints are 
nothing more than a clumsy attempt at blackmail. 


The dealings between our client aad Miss Cardwell are 
well documented past history. Upon a careful review of all 
the facts, the only honest conclusion that can be drawn is 
that your client has substantial legal liability to Mr. Bugliosi, 
which includes, anong other things, Obtaining Money by False 
Pretenses, Assault and Slander. Her subsequent conduct only 
reinforces this conclusion. 


88. 
John H. Wolf, Esq. November 15%, 1973 


Unless- this matter is dropped by Miss Cardwell immediately, 
we will have no other recourse but to commence legal action 
against Miss Cardwell, which will involve her in extremely costly 
and time consuming litigation. I find-it difficult to believe 
that either your client or you are prepared for this eventuality. 


‘Sincerely, 


MARKS & HEAMAN 


Michael A, Heaman 


MAH/an. 


э 
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The third paragraph of Heaman's November 1st letter includes 
the allegation that "Miss Cardwell. . . has substantial legal 
liability to Mr. Bugliosi, which includes, among other things, 
Obtaining Money by False Pretenses. . . ." 

Yet if one is to believe Bugliosi's story -- the story 
he told the police when he was under crininal investigation for 
assault and battery -- Mrs. Cardwell obtained no money from 
Bugliosi, whether by false pretenses or any other way. According 
to Bugliosi, it was he who got money from her, the alleged $100 
retainer, 

There is only one way that Mrs. Cardwell could have had 
any "legal liability to Mr. Bugliosi for Obtaining Money by 
False Pretenses," i.e.: Бу having "obtained" the $448 for 


the abortion Bugliosi had demanded when, in fact, she never 


“intended to go through with it. 


Instead of scaring off Mr. Wolf, Heaman's letter simply 
fortified the cass and prompted a rapid settlement by Bugliosi. 
Another element promoting settlement on Bugliosi's part 
was additional documentary evidence refuting his statement to 
the Santa Monica detectives that he had seen Mrs. Cardwell only 
on June 14th and 25th and that he did not know her оп a social basis. 
Unfortunately for Bugliosi, he had not advised her until 
later in their relationship that one of his two office phone 
numbers in Beverly Hills was toll-free from her Santa Monica phone. 
Her telephone bills therefore reflected five calls to him in May, 
starting more than a full month before she is supposed to have 


had any contact with him. 
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The bill for June (showing her changed phone number) shows 
the calls she made at the time she first discussed with him her 
concern about her possible pregnancy. It also shows the call to 
the Herald Examiner (748-1212) which she made at Bugliosi's 
insistence on June 26th just before she went to see the Santa 


Monica detectives. 


392-4354 


91. 


| GENERAL TELEPHONE Company ОЕ CALIFORNIA Gp 
ACCOUN ius ROBBY p — — 


JUN Оч, 1973 


NTIFICATION OF TYPE OF CALL'ANO 


AMOUNT 


5/18|PAYRENT RECEIVED 
MONTHLY: SERVICE RATE bs = 6/30 
MSG UNIT GALLS HIN UNITS. 
277 429-6589 г & 


ы het. с н id INFORMATION SEE OTHER SIDE. 
AMOUE ЕСО BILL =: PEL 


5.75 


® X. 
M 
$ -0459 
і sral АҚ зуу 722-8838 SE 13 
VG25b581b8 MUS. Біз 355-1453 ЗЕ 32 
z 27 абы- 356 - 
| $ же TOTAL TCLL CHARGES ^ $7.u8 


FEDERAL EXCISE TAX 


№ 


E: 


( 


92. 


GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF CALIFGRNIA G3 
е 23:23 4-— 13823 кімі. MAY, MARINA DEL B ug PRO? E 
1 | CARDWELL; VIRGINIA 399-8552 | JUL 05, 1373 ! 
2 ТЕБ. co. TOLL РОН IDENTIFICATION OF TYPE OF CALL. AND AMOUNT. - H 
IDENTIFICATION OTHER INFORMATION, SEE OTHER SIDE. A 2 
; MOUNT.OF PREVIOUS BILL. ` 19.55. 
YMENT RECEIVED ^_^ II Sacr 
CITY TAX ADJUSTMENT SAOR 
JUSTMENT ?:08C8 
JUST ¢EHCR 
2/31 5.25 
1 9 
TOTAL MSG UMITS 01 а $ .0450 4.55 
TOLL CALLS “TYPE MIN | 
4/23] ALBO 523 7409 SN 4 +65 
5/83| ALBO $03 555-549? SN S; 150 
§/23| ALBO 503 526-7051 SN _7 | 1.10 
у630659857| 5/8|SNHON 213 345-1189 5= 3b $2.3 
үс33г45ғгЬ| 5/e3|SNMON 213 342-1853 SD 40 10.25 
FROM- 338 5351 
VGu30052a1| b/ u|SNHON 213 352-1853 SE e 4.78 
FROM- 355 435% | 
ж 
E 


ue 


93. 


The final settlement came just one month and 11 days after 
the date of Heaman's letter. Whether the speed involved was 
prompted by Bugliosi's decision shortly thereafter to announce 
his candidacy for Attorney General is, of course, only speculation. 

The settlement totalled $5,450: Mrs. Cardwell was permitted 
to keep the money orders of 5250 and $200, but the name of Vincent 
Т. Bugliosi as purchaser had to be -- and was -- blacked out. 

The remaining $5,000 was paid in cash, which was deposited 
in the trust account of Mrs. Cardwell's attorney. From that account, 
disbursements were made to McKay and Wolf for attorney's fees, 
to George V. Denny III for costs advanced at the time possible 
criminal charges were pending against her, and to Mrs. Cardwell 


herself for the balance. 
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CLOSING STATEMENT 


Gross Settlement ^ 4 $5,450.00 
Less: 


McKAY & WOLF attorneys fees 1,816:00 
1/3 x $5,450.00 


Costs advanced, GEORGE V. DENNY III 

(per letter of October 3, 1973 to 

be disbursed by McKAY & WOLF Trust 2 

Check) 4 713.00 


Net ‘Proceeds to VIRGINIA CARDWELL $2,921.00 


To be disbursed as follows: 


One Bank of America Money Order 
d #0218 45920 200.00 


One Bank of America Money Order 


#0218 45921 _ 250.00 
One McKAY & WOLF Trust Check 2,471.00 


You are authorized to disburse to 
above amounts and I hereby acknowledge 
Receipt of an Executed Copy of the 
Release Agreement. 


VIRGINIA CARDWELL 
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The duplicate deposit slip of Mrs. Cardwell dated December 
12, 1973, traces her share of the settlement into her checking 


account at the Bank of America, Santa Monica Branch. 
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Having by this time gained a certain amount of expertise 
in settling such cases, Bugliosi and his then partners end 
Mr. Heaman combined the essential clauses of the two Weissl 
Agreements into a single document, then added a few new clauses 
permitting an even broader disclaimer of wrong-doing on the 
part of either party. 

Those required to sign the document included the parties, 
their attorneys, plus the attorneys' partners. Also included, 
however, was Barbara Silver, who -- if Bugliosi's story to 
the police ware to be believed -- had done nothing wrong nor 
knew of any wrongdoing by her employer. Оп the other hand, 
Barbara Silver's silence was critical if she had indeed typed 
up and signed the spurious $100 receipt of June l4th. 

And silence is what Bugliosi sought. This time around 
he did secure the $50,000 liquidated provision he had tried 


to get in the Weisel case. 


а 


қ 
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RELEASE AGREEMENT 9» 


AGREEMENT made this llth day of December, 1973, 
by and between VIRGINIA CARDWELL, hereinafter referred 
to as "Cardwell," THOMAS «белу. JOHN Н. WOLF, апа 
ALFRED J. DOUGLAS, hereinafter collectively referred to 
as "McKay & Wolf," VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI, hereinafter referred 
to as "Bugliosi," EDWIN STANLEY, ROBERT K. STEINBERG, and 
BARBARA SILVER, hereinafter collectively referred to as 
"Stanley, Steinberg & Bugliosi," and DONALD B. MARKS and 
MICHAEL A.HEAMAN, hereinafter collectively referred to 


as "Marks & Неашап." 


WITNESSETH 


Cardwell and Bugliosi agree to mutually release and discharge 


WHEREAS, the parties hereto are desirous of having 


each other from any and all legal claims and causes of 
action which they individually believe they may legally have 
against each other; and 

WHEREAS, Cardwell and Bugliosi are desirous of effecting 
such a mutual release and discharge; and 

WHEREAS, in order to effectuate such a mutual release 
and discharge between and by said parties, it is additionally 
песеззагу and desirable that all the parties hereto covenant, 
promise and agree between themselves to forever refrain from 
discussing, representing, writing, uttering or in nay manner 
or method whatsoever making known to anyone or to the public, 
either personally or through others, the existence of this 
agreement, or of any of the details, provisions or covenants 


contained herein, or of any of the allegations, facts, or 
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background information involving and pertaining to the legal 


` dispute or disputes between said Cardwell and Bugliosi, 


NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, 
receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties hereto 


hereby agree as follows: 


1. Cardwell, on behalf of herself, her heirs, executors 
administrators, and assigns, hereby fully and completely 
releases and discharges Bugliosi and his heirs, executors, 
administrators and assigns from all rights, claims and 
causes of action of any kind or nature whatsoever, whether 
civil or criminal, which Cardwell now has or may have, 
involving, arising out of or pertaining to the facts, 
dealings and circumstances existing between said parties at 
any time prior to the execution of this agreement. 

2. Bugliosi, оп behalf. of himself, his heirs, executors, 
administrators, and assigns, hereby fully and completely 
releases and discharges Cardwell and her heirs, executors, 
administrators and assigns from all rights, claims and 
causes of action of any kind or nature whatsoever, whether 
civil or criminal, which Bugliosi now has or may have, 
involving, arising out of or pertaining to the facts, 
dealings and circumstances existing between said parties 
at any time prior to the execution of this agreement. 

3. It is understood and agreed that the mutual 
releases and discharges between Cardwell and Bugliosi 
contained herein constitute a compromise and settlement 
of all legal disputes between them, and that neither this 
agreement nor the consideration given by the parties is 
to be construed as an admission of liability on the part 


of any party hereto, and that said parties deny any 


"liability, to each other and intend merely to avoid 


litigation and to/buy their peace by this agreement. 
-2- 
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4, The parties hereto hereby agree that in 
‘consideration for the mutual releases and discharges of Э 
Cardwell and Bugliosi; and for other good and valuable 
conSideration, Кесер ot which is hereby acknowledged, 
and for each other's promises and covenants contained 


herein, they,.and each of them will hereafter refrain, 


either individually or through their agents or otherwise, х 


from, in any manner or method whatsoever, discussing, 


repeating, writing, uttering or making known to anyone 


or to any entity, whether individual, corporate or 


otherwise, the existence of this agreement, or of the contents 


or substance or any of its details, terms, provisions, 


covenants or conditions, or of апу of the claims, charges, 


allegations or background information, or any of the facts 


and details relating thereto, involving, arising out of On 


pertaining to the dealings, circumstances and legal dispute, 3 


or disputes between Cardwell and Bugliosi existing at any. 


time prior to the execution of this agreement, and 


constituting in their entirety the basis and reason for 


this agreement; with the exception that, either Cardwell . 


or Bugliosi may, if asked in public deny the authenticity 


and/or validity of any of the claims, charges or allegations 


arties against the other. 


made or claimed by either of said 


5. The parties hereto hereby further agree that in the 


. event of a breach of any of the covenants and promises set 


-forth and contained in paragraph 4 above, it would be impractic- 


able and extremely difficult to fix the actual damages to the 
injured party or parties; and, therefore, Cardwell and McKay 


& Wolf hereby agree that in the event that any or all of them 


breach this agreement, the breaching party or parties shall 
pay to Bugliosi; Stanley, Steinberg & Bugliosi; and Marks & 3 


Heaman, as liquidated damages and not as a penalty, the sum 


of $50,000.00, which represents a reasonable compensation 


for the loss incurred by such breach; and, therefore, Bugliosi; 
ےھ‎ 
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Stanley, Steinberg & Bugliosi; and Marks & Heaman likewise 
agree that in the event that any or all of them breach this 
o agreement, the breaching party or parties will pay to Cardwell 

and McKay & Wolf, аз liquidated damages and not as a penalty, 
the.sum of $50,000.00, which represents а reasonable compensation 
for the loss incurred by such breach. у 
6. The parties hereto hereby further agreo that all 
rights under Section 1542 of the Civil Code and any similar 
“law of any state or territory of the United States are hereby 
д expressly waived. Said Section reads as follows: 

"1542. A general release does not extend 

to claims which the creditor does not know 

or suspect to exist in his favor at the 

time of executing the release, which if 

known by him must have materially affected 

Se п his settlement with the debtor." 

7. А11 parties to this agreement have read this release 
and had the terms contained herein explained to them by 
legal counsel. 
| Ф * IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have set their 


hands on the day, date and year first above written, at 


Los Angeles, California. 


obert К. Steinberg 


ЕЕ АУ 2 
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| STATE OF CALIFORNIA 2 Ф 
[] Ы ) ss. s 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 
| 
d 
Д м 1 i On December 11, 1973, before me, the undersigned, 
a Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared 
Vincent T. Bugliosi, Edwin Stanley, Robert K. Steinberg, 
and Barbara Silver, known to me to be the persons whose 
] names are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 
R that they executed same. 
B =: E WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
3 
1 
i 
5 
КАЧУ +++ +++ 
E OFFICIAL SEAL 5-4 
ü LILLIAN SCHAFER 
1 
Los ANGELES COUNTY 
Expires June 10, 1975 . 
еее +++ +++ +++ 
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E 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 


ss. 


On Decenber 11, 1973, before me, the undersigned, 
a Notary Public in and for said Stzte, personally appeared 
Michael A. Heaman and Donald B. Marks, known to me to be 
the persons whose names are subscribed to the within instrument ar 
acknowledged that they executed same. 


WITNESS my hand and official seal. 


> COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
5 ) 55. 


Оп December 11, 1973, before me, the undersigned, 
а Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared 
Virginia Cardwell, Thomas J. McKay, and Alfred J. Douglas, | 
known to me to be the persons whose names are subscribed 


р E 
to the within instrument and acknowledged that they 


executed same. 


"WITNESS my hand and official seal. 


OFFICIAL SEAL 


RN 

7 =з JOHN Н. WOLF 

к |) NOTARY езекіс CALIFORNIA 
2 PRINCIFAL OFFICE IN 


m 


| етан COUNTY 
My Conaissizn Expires September 9, 1975 
= ЕВ 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 


) ss 
. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 
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On December ll, 1975, before me, the undersigned, 


: a Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared 


John H. Wolf, known to me to be the person whose name is 


subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged 


that he executed same. 


WITNESS my hand and official seal. 


SS 


THOMAS J. McKAY 


NOTARY PUBLIC CALIFORNIA 


My Commission Expires September 9, 1975 


=) 


e 
| 
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In early 1974, Bugliosi announced that he was seeking $9 
the Democratic nomination for Attorney General of California. 
His opponent in the June primary was the relatively unknown 
William Norris. The winner would face Republican Evelle Younger, 
the incumbent, against whom charges were already flying about his 
possible involvement in the Geotek scandel. 
With the Democratic race apparently very close, George 
Denny launched a one-man crusade to inform the California voters 
of the true character -- or lack of character -- of the man 
still receiving popular adulaticn as “the Manson prosecutor.” 
The Liquidated Damages Agresment in the Weisel case 
appeared to be the one great impediment to getting the truth 
to the public; since Denny wes one of those signing that Agreement. 
But Bugliosi's own cupidity there worked against him. Without Ф 
such а provision, Denny would have been honor-bound -- to the 
same degree as reporter William Farr -- to keep his silence. 
Yet Bugliosi himself had put a pricetag on that silence, or 
the breach thereof. The price: $15,000. 
After much soul-searching on the issues involved, Denny 
appeared with his wife for a press conference on May 7, 1974, to 
break the news of the settlement in "the milkman case" and te tell 
as much as he then knew about the Cardwell case and its settlement. 
In the lengthy prepared statement read by Denny, he challenged 
Bugliosi to sue him immediately for libel and slander if anything 
in the statement or during the news conference were not true. 
The request for speed in filing any such suit was stated to rest 2 
on the desire to take Bugliosi's deposition before the election so 


that it could be filed in Court as a: public record. 
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LOS ANGELES PRESS CLUB; May 7, 1974; 11:00 A.M. 


News Release: George V. Denny III, attorney in two Bugliosi 
cases, charges Attorney General candidate with 
committing perjury, fabricating false evidence 
for and lying to police investigators, and 


making hush money cover-up payments. 


Vincent T. Bugliosi, who is now seeking to become Attorney 
General of California, has lied to you ladies and gentlemen of the 
press, has lied to the people of this State, has lied to officers 
of the Santa Monica Police Department in the course of their 
investigation of a charge involving Bugliosi himself; and has 
conspired to fabricate false evidence to further thwart that 


investigation. 


In addition, Mr. Bugliosi has committed wilful and 
deliberate perjury in a deposition which I personally took of 
him in connection with the civil action which arose out of 
slanderous statements he made about a plain citizen of this State 
at the close of Bugliosi's campaign for District Attorney of 


Los Angeles County in 1972. 


I am here today to document these charges for the news 
media and for the voters. Му wife has joined me here because 
in laying ALL of the facts before you, I subject us -- my whole 
family -- to a potential liability of $15,000. The liability 


is real enough if Mr. Bugliosi wishes to avail himself of the 
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hush money contract he insisted be signed before making a cash 


pay-off to keep the press and public from learning the truth. 


When I came before some of you reporters on the last day 
of the D.A.'s race here to announce my filing of a slander action 
on behalf of Herb and Rose Weisel against Bugliosi, I told you 
that it was not a campaign trick or publicity gimmick. I told 
you that the suit would not be dropped after the election but 
would go forward until Mr. Weisel was vindicated. Well, it wasn't 


dropped and it did go forward, and Mr. Weisel has been vindicated. 


Mr. Bugliosi had harrassed Mr. and Mrs. Weisel unmercifully 
over a three month period in 1969, using his position as deputy 
district attorney to get their unlisted phone number and to 
locate Herb Weisel's place of employment. Bugliosi had 
apparently become obsessed with the idea that Mr. Weisel might 
have fathered Bugliosi's son during the few months when Mr. 


Weisel was employed as a milkman at Arden Dairy. 


When Bugliosi discovered that the Weisels would hold a 
press conference four days before the D.A.'s election, he didn't 
wait to hear what they were going to say about that period of 
harrassment. He jumped the gun the night before the Weisel 
press conference and gave two reporters a phony story. The 
public was supposed to believe that Mr. Weisel was the suspect 
in a purported $300 theft from Bugliosi's home. А theft which 


was never reported to the police and which -- if it occurred 3 
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while Мг. Weisel was a milkman between October, 1964 and 
January, 1965 -- was well past the three year statute of 
limitations when Bugliosi started harrassing the Weisels 


four to four and a half years later in March, 1969. 


Well, the Weisels had guts enough to stand up and be 
counted back in 1972. They filed their action against 
Bugliosi, and even though unfortunatley it was literally 
election eve, some of you reporters observed that what they 
said in their suit was important enough to tell the voters 


about. 


Today, May 7th, isn't election eve. And today I want 
to tell you all the conclusion of "the milkman" case. The 
complete story is given in the Bugliosi Fact Sheet which has 
been given to all of you along with supporting materials. But 
briefly, in the course of his deposition Mr. Bugliosi perjured 
himself not just once but many times. Wilful, deliberate 
perjury on material matters concerning admissions of his 
harrassment of the Weisels; admissions made in the presence of 


two attorneys and Bugliosi's own distraught wife. 


But Mr. Bugliosi has sought to cover himself and to cover 
his tracks. He settled the Weisel case. But he did so in a way 


that should earn him the title of a "one man mini-Watergate." 


He insisted that he get all of the court reporter's steno-tapes 
of the nine untranscribed depositions I had taken. He required 


all parties and attorneys to sign the Liquidated Damage Agreement 
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requiring a $15,000 payment from anyone who disclosed its 
terms or even its existence. And when he paid to keep 


everyone quiet, his payments were all cash -- $100 bills. 


I know because I am the attorney who received $12,500.00 
in cash for the Weisels from Vincent T. Bugliosi so that he 
could try to sweep under the rug the mines of his office as 
a deputy D:A., his slander of an innocent citizen, his lies 


to you of the press corps, his own ignoble perjury, and his 


final cash capitulation. 


And now I lay down a challenge to Mr. Bugliosi through 


whatever medium he hears or reads these words: 


IF ANYTHING I HAVE STATED OR WILL STATE IN 

THIS NEWS CONFERENCE ABOUT YOU IS NOT TRUE, 

THEN SUE ME FORTHWITH -- IMMEDIATELY -- FOR 
LIBEL AND SLANDER. YOU HAVE A READY-MADE FORM 
IN THE PLEADINGS FILED AGAINST YOU IN THE WEISEL 
CASE. BUT DO IT NOW, VINCE, WELL BEFORE THE 
ELECTION, SO THAT I CAN PLACE YOU UNDER OATH 

IN A CIVIL DEPOSITION, A DEPOSITION THAT WILL 
BE TYPED UPAND FILED IN COURT, NOT SECRETED 


OR DESTROYED BY YOU. 


But this is not the end of the Bugliosi story. Just two 
short weeks after putting the final $500 cash in my hand to 


close out "the milkman case," Mr. Bugliosi launched into an 


3 
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affair with Mrs. Virginia Cardwell, a young divorced medical 
assistant who lived with her young son in a small apartment 

in Santa Monica. I am not here today to leer over Mr. Bugliosi's 
adulterous affair. It is important, however, because of his 
response in mid-June to her announcement that she thought 


She was pregnant. 


Again, the particulars are laid out in the Fact Sheet, 
provided you. The situation exploded when Bugliosi discovered 
that Mrs. Cardwell had not gotten an abortion which he had 
paid for and had insisted she get. On Monday afternoon, June 
25, 1973, Bugliosi burst into Mrs..Cardwell's apartment, enraged 
at his discovery, and beat her up and choked her. Whether by 
accident or design he only left marks on her in two places, 
her left eye and right arm. (These 8 X 10 photos show them 


several days later.) 


Once again, being a criminal defense attorney, I well 
understand such "lovers' quarrels," and such exercises may not 
necessarily disqualify one from holding high office. It is 
what followed that makes Vincent T. Bugliosi unfit for Attorney 


General or any other office in this State. 


The story of his assault on Mrs. Cardwell hit the press 
and the airwaves; so next morning, using his secretary to gain 
entry, Mr. Bugliosi accosted Mrs. Cardwell in her apartment. 
Using his not inconsiderable persuasive talents, he worked on 


her for almost four solid hours to recant her report of his 
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assault and present a totally false story to the Santa Monica 


detectives waiting to question her. 


Overborne by his threats and pleas -- as well as feelings 
she still retained toward him despite the beating -- she agreed 
to follow his "scenario." According to the new Bugliosi script, 
their relationship was purely that of attorney-client -- which 
it had never been. Supposedly they had never seen each other 
socially, and the reason she had "made up" the whole assault and 
battery complaint was that he had refused to refund to her $100 
she had supposedly paid when she purportedly consulted with him 


on June 14th to get delinquent child support. 


Not satisfied with concocting this false story for Mrs. 
Cardwell to tell -- thereby subjecting her to criminal charges 
based on her original complaint -- Mr. Bugliosi and his secretary 
conspired to fabricate a false receipt for the non-existent 
$100 payment of June 14th. The secretary did, in fact, prepare 
such a receipt there in the apartment using plain bond paper 
and Mrs. Cardwell's old portable typewriter for the job. That 


was supposed to be good enough to fool the detectives. 


Well, Mrs. Cardwell went and told the new Bugliosi version 
to the police. And so did Vincent Т. Bugliosi -- almost word for 


word the same as they appear in the follow-up police report. 


And the City Attorney came within a hair of filing false 


report charges against Mrs. Cardwell. But he dropped those 


115. 


plans at the urgent pleading of Мг. Bugliosi when Bugliosi 

discovered that his compliant girlfriend wasn't going to be 
represented by a lawyer chosen and paid for by him, a lawyer 
who would quietly plead her елор рау her fine (with money 
provided by Bugliosi) and then let the whole matter quietly 


disappear. 


He begged the City Attorney to drop any charges and forget 
the whole thing when I informed him that I would be representing 
Mrs. Cardwell and that I would be cross-examining him when he 
took the stand as the prosecution's star witness in a really 


contested jury trial on such a false report prosecution. 


But again, that's not the end. After the criminal aspect 
of the case had disappeared, Mrs. Cardwell acquired a civil 
attorney who contacted Mr. Bugliosi's attorney concerning a projected 
civil damage action for the assault and battery. To make what 
is now a very long story shorter, suffice to say that Mr. 
Bugliosi's penchant for pay-off cover-ups once more came to 


the fore. 


According to what Mrs. Cardwell told me before anything 
was ever signed or any money paid, the old Liquidated Damages 
Agreement was trotted out again -- this time with a $50,000 
stinger for anyone who divulged the settlement. And the rather 
considerable sum of $5,000 cash plus retention of the still 
unspent $450 "abortion" money was offered by Bugliosi and 


accepted by Mrs. Cardwell. 
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Was the Liquidated Damages Agreementsigned? Well, E] 
I have never seen the Agreement, but Mrs. Cardwell just 


won't discuss with me anything about the case any more. 


Was the $5,000 in cash paid? Well, on December 11, 1973, 
I received a check for $713 from the trust account of Mrs. 
Cardwell's civil attorney, and I was only to get that reimburse- 
ment of costs from a settlement or judgment against Mr. Bugliosi. 
And I know too that any time I have mentioned the Bugliosi 
case to Mrs. Cardwell since the first of the year her smile 
reveals over $1,000 worth of dental work that she suddenly 


could afford at just the time I received my reimbursement check. 


Ladies. and gentlemen, Mr. Bugliosi's attempts to 
cover up his attack on Mrs. Cardwell, his own lies and his D 
fabrication of phony stories and phony evidence may bind 
others to silence, but his payment of hush money to Mrs. 


Cardwell doesn't bind me. 


The people of this State deserve to know about Mr. 


Bugliosi -- all about Mr. Bugliosi. 


I am no politician. What I have said today may be too 
blunt for some people. I have used words like "liar" and 
"perjurer" and "fabricator of false evidence." І have used 
those words because they fit Mr. Bugliosi. And because they 
do fit him -- and fit so horrifyingly well -- Vincent T. Bugliosi 


” 
is UNFIT for the post he now seeks. E 


| IIT. 


Bugliosi had no response himself. Instead, Michael 
A. Heaman (by then Bugliosi's campaign treasurer) issued a 
statement calling Denny "a political hatchetman" for both Norris 


and Younger. To one reporter he also called Denny a liar. 


118. 
{ EVENING OUTLOOK _ 


i: May 9.19747 | 


zBugliosi Assault Said Settled Out Of Court 


1:40 her Santa Monica apart- She reported thé Incident . guilty; -pay her fine and. 

ment last June .26 after to the.police and Bugliosi hen let the whole matter 
learning she „һай not used .. returned the next day to . disappear, Denny said. 
ое had given her for convince коше» a~ Af re гае criminal 
Cur Ж, ^an abortion, for: his way - erent s| » according -aspect .o! е case. was , 

Енем іе кетр per rom Tn and Без! апа choked to Denny.: Не said Ms. dropped -Denny said Ms. “ 

2 RES assault that occur- Der. De ги 72 Cardwell then told Santa : Cardwell, а 41-year-old ' 

Ve IL 


T deem Fencing Ose Hs Serie 
ss Former ‘Deputy ‘District: 
7 Attorney Vincent. Bugliosi 

: paid $5.000 to а former 


(гей jin. Santa ponies act 


. | Beverly Hills sttorney has 
СЫ 
227 George V. Denny ПІ said 


he learned of the payment 5 
because he.once.repre- | 
ented the: woman, | 

Virginia: Cardwell, in а. 

-"case against Bugliosi 

A- spokesman 


omination.. Both Denny 
‘and Norris denied they 
у меге working together. '. 
+ | Denny’ рауе-а ‘Los 
Angeles news conference- 
this account of the alleged 
events he claimed led m 
the $5,000 payoff to Ms. 
Cardwell: ғ 


allegedly- went | 
T 


; Monica detectives she had 

iled the assault charge in 
retaliation for a ta con- 
: sultation fee Bugliosi had 


¿charged her as. her.at- 
;torney. 7. rin 
аат: е 
-never been Bugliosi!s 


“client, and that a receipt 
for the $100 was typed and 
, pre-dated by Bugliosi’s 
` secretary on plain paper. 
-- Bugliosi then prevailed 
upon city attorney not to 
file a complaint apainst 
Ms. Cardwell for filing a 
false assault and batte. 
charge when he (Denny 
"Was called into the case, 
Denny claimed. +: 
| 7 *'Bugliosi discovered 
‘that his girlfriend wasn't 
going to be represented by 
a lawyer chosen and paid 
for by him, a lawyer who 
would quietly plead her 


i divorcee, .hired.a civil'at- “ 
torney to file suit over the > 
+ alleged assault. penny 
7.said Bugliosi made a $5, x 
payment so the matter 
ould be dropped. i . 
Woman's Comment 
ttorney Michael Неа- ” 
"man who reportedly repre; 
_Sented Bugliosi in Ms: 


Cardwell's alleged civil, : 


suit against him, said she” 
never had been paid any; 


money. >”. 


Bugliosi's attorney. She 
would not specify the 
amount, but said it was 
"morethan$5,000." - i 


She also said the рге 
nancy had been “natural 
aborted. * 
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COUNTY CLERK 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


о 0o x30 0 » uu 9» PF 


FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


yo. C 87997 


COMPLAINT FOR SLA) AND 
DEFAMATION OF СНА 


rv 
о 


GEORGE V. DENNY III, 


Bp. 
в 


Plaintiff, 


[4 
m 
Ld 


vs. 


[e CX МИ 
m 
wv 


VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI, MICHAEL A. 
HEAMAN, апа DOES I through XXX, 


m 
> 


15 
1 s" Defendants. 
16 
17 Plaintiff complains of defendants, and for causes of 
18| action alleges аз follows: 
19 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
20 
E 21 1. Plaintiff, a resident of the County of Los Angeles, State 
j 22|| of California, is now and at all times mentioned herein 
^ 23| was an attorney, duly licensed to practice law in the State 
5 24| of California, with offices in Beverly Hills, California, with 
" 25| a practice centered mainly in Los Angeles County; and at all 
J 26|| times pertinent hereto, Plaintiff's general reputation for truth, 
27|| honesty and integrity in the community in which he lived and 
d 28|| worked was good. 
| 3 29 (22. Defendants VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI and MICHAEL А. HEAMAN 
ts 30] are residents of the County of Los Angeles, State of California. 
(7 = On. 3. The true names and capacities of Does I through XxX, 
Ц $2 inclusive, are unknown to Plaintiff “at this time who, therefore, 


г Bugliosi. 


Those false allegations were more than adequate to 
provide Denny with the opportunity to file a Complaint for 


Slander and Defamaticn of Character against both Heaman and 


The prayer was for a modest $145,000. 


HS |20 


| 121. 
0 Attempts through Law and Motion by Denny to schedule 

m early depositions were unsuccessful, as were continuing attempts 
B 


to goad Bugliosi into filing a Cross-Complaint. 

| Опе of those attempts included another press conference, 
this time with Denny and Mrs. Cardwell. By May 20th she had 

8 already voluntarily disclosed to certain members of the press 


the terms of the settlement in her case with Bugliosi. Her 


statement still did not stir Bugliosi to respond. 


122. 


NEWS RELEASE: May 20, 1974 
MRS. VIRGINIA CARDWELL CHARGES ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CANDIDATE VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI WITH ASSAULT, 
COERCION TO CHANGE HER ORIGINAL REPORT TO THE 


POLICE, AND A $5,450 PAYOFF TO KEEP HER QUIET. 


On June 25, 1973, Vince Bugliosi came crashing through 
the back door of my apartment and began to beat me up. He was 
furious at finding out that I apparently hadn't gotten the abor- 
tion that he had insisted I get after I had told him almost 
two weeks earlier that I thought I was pregnant. 

He had been so upset at that news and had pressured me 
so to get an abortion--which I didn't want or believe in--that 
I had accepted $448 from him on the pretext that I would go 
through with it. The beating I got at his hands was just part 
of the price I paid for not going through with what he wanted. 

Shortly after Vince left and I had pulled myself to- 
gether, I called the Santa Konica Police Department. in officer 
came and took my report of the assault and battery. I went to 
the police station for photographs to be taken of my face and 
arm and was told that the detectives would see me the next day. 

But that day, before the detectives saw me, Vince and 
his secretary came to my apartment, For four hours Vince 
threatened, pleaded, and worked on ше in every way he knew 
how to get me to tell the detectives a false story when I 
saw them. 

Despite the fact that I had been intimate with him since 
April 24th, I was to say that I had never known him socially. 
Supposedly I had come to see him on June 14th and paid him $100 
to look into problems I was having with my ex-husband concerning 
unpaid child support. Then, I was supposed to say that I had 


made up the story of his attack on те. Supposedly I became angry 


122а. 
because he refused to refund the money to me when I went to his 


office on June 25th after getting the back Support through the 


court. The bruises on my eye and arm were Supposed to have been 


accidentally caused by my five year old son. 


n All of this I did tell the detectives when I saw them 
г later on June 26th. I did it Partly because I was afraid of 

1 Vince but partly because of the feeling I still had for him. 
f 

B 


The police told me that I would probably be filed on for filing 


a false assault and battery complaint because I had changed my 


story. But Vince had told me that he would get and pay for an 
] attorney who would handle the matter quietly and get me no more 
than a $50 fine, which Vince also said he would pay. 
1 » But after checking with my brother, I hired Mr. Denny 
who told Vince that we would fight any case that was filed. 


It was not long afterwards that I learned that Vince had gotten 


қашса 


the Santa Monica City Attorney to drop the false report charge 


wes 


he was planning to file against пе. 
Ф Іп September I retained a civil attorney to press assault 
] charges against Vince in a civil damage action. Althouch the 
first response from Vince's attorney, Mr. Пегпап, was extregely 
} nasty, my attorney told me in early December that they had offered 
to pay me $5000 cash if I would take no further action апа sign 
a secrecy agreement. 

On December 11, 1973, my attorney received $5000 in cash 
from Mr. Bugliosi, and I was also allowed to keep two money 
orders totalling $450. I had purchased the money orders in June, 
right after Vince had given me $448 for the abortion. 

Also on December llth, I signed the secrecy agreement. 

I understood when I signed it, and I understand now, that it 
subjects me to a $50,000 payment to Mr. Bugliosi for violating 
its secrecy provisions. I am willing to chance a suit by tir. 
Bugliosi to collect his $50,000 in order to bring the truth of 


3 this entire matter out into the open. 
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Finally, on June 3rd, 1974, the day before this final 


election, Bugliosi sent his law partners and his wife to file 


his Answer and Cross-Complaint at the County courthouse -- 
accompanied by a host of T.V. cameramen and reporters. 

The prayer on five causes of action in the Cross-Complaint 
] against Denny, Cardwell and her attorneys, and William A. 


Norris end certain members of his staff, was for $10,000,000. 
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ROBERT К. STEINBERG, 
EDWIN STANLEY and 
STEPHEN W. SOLOMON 
10880 Wilshire Boulevard 
Les Angeles, CA. 90024 


474-6594 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


oor с O e uN P 


FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


re 
о 


GEORGE V. DENNY, ІІІ, No. С 87997 


H 
в 


E 
"m 
ю 


Plaintiff 


vs. 


н 
a 


- 
к 


INTENTIONAL USES 
OF EMOTIONAL DIS 
DEFAMATION, ABU 
PROCESS, AND CONSPIRACY 


VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI, et al., 


) 
) 
) 
; 
; CROSS COMPLAINT г 
) 
Defendants. ) 
) 
) 


© 
ы ы 
a о 


n 17| VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI, 

d 18 Cross Complainant 
fa 19 vs 

i 20| GEORGE V. DENNY, III, WILLIAM A. 


ы 
Р 


METTATAL, VIRGINIA CARDWELL, JOHN 
Н. WOLF, THOMAS J, MCKAY, ALFRED 
2. DOUGLAS, DOES I - ХУ, and 

DOE CORPORATIONS XVI - ХХХ, 
inclusive, 


о N 
U N 


Cross Defendants 


№ 
^ 


) 
) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

NORRIS, THOMAS McDONALD, SANDI ) 
) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


mnm 25 ) 
| ج جج حح ج ج حح حت بے‎ < 
- 26 Defendant and Cross complainant VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI, 
1 27| for а cause of action against plaintiff and cross defendants, 
فا‎ 
28| alleges: 
n 29 FOR A PIRST CAUSE OF ACTION AGAINST GEORGE V. 
"т; ж DENNY; ІІІ, WILLIAM А. NORRIS, THOMAS McDONALD, 
30 SANDI METTATAL, VIRGINIA CARDWELL, JOHN A. ког, 
THOMAS J. McKAY, ALFRED 7. DOUGLAS, and 


DOES I - V, AND EACH OF ТНЕМ: 
1. Сгова complainant is, and at all times mentioned 


ade 


125. 


On June 4, 1974, the voters of California overwhelmingly 
rejected Bugliosi, who not only lost the overall vote to 
Norris by a margin of 58% to 42%, but who also lost all but 
оле County in the State. 

Then, the following day, Bugliosi filed a First Amended 
Cross-Complaint. In it, he added five new causes of action. 
Each was based essentially on the Weisel and Cardwell Liquidated 
Damages Agreements, which Bugliosi finally acknowledged, and 
which he was then seeking to enforce. 

With the new causes of action and further request for 
punitive damages, the prayer for damages against all cross- 


defendants rose to $14,630,000. 


BES 


ہے 
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ROBERT К. STEINBERG 
EDWIN STANLEY 

STEPHEN М. SOLOMON 
10839 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los ngeles, СА 90024 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


GEORGE V. DENNY, III, = 
_ No. С 87997 D 
Я Plaintiff 


FIRST AMENDED CROSS СС 


VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI, et al. 


` UNFAIR I 
CONTRAC 


Defendants 


) 
) 
vs.. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


VINCENT Т. BUGLICSI, 
Cross Complainant 


vs. 


NORRIS, VIRGINIA CARDWELL, JOHN 
Н. WOLF, THOMAS J. MCKAY, ALFRED 
J. DOUGLAS, DOES Г - XV and 

DOE CORPORATIONS XVI - ХХХ, 
inclusive, 


) 

) 

) 

) 

GEORGE V. DENNY, III, WILLIAM А. ) 
) 

) 

) 

} 

Cross Defendants ) 
) 


Defendant and cross complainant, VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI, 
for cause of action against plaintiff and cross defendants, 
alleges: 

FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION AGAINST GEORGZ V. 

Am DENNY III, WILLIAM A. NORRIS, VIRGINIA CARDWELL, 


JOHN А. WOLF, THOMAS J. MCXAY, ALFRED J. „DOUGLAS, 
AND DOES I - V, AND EACH OF THEM: 


1.- Cross complainant is, and at all times mentioned 
herein or relevant hereto was, an individual, an attorney at law 


duly licensed to practice and practicing in the State of Califorzi 
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ant's damage in the sum of $65,000.00. 


ән 


7. In doing the things herein alleged, cross Саѓепталіѕ, 
and each of them, acted maliciously and were and are cuiity of а 


wanton disregard of the rights of cross complainant, and ty reason 


thereof, cross complainant is entitled and demands ex ary ага 


punitive damages from cross defendants, and each of then, in the 


sum of $500,000.00. 


WHEREFORE, cross complainant prays judgz. 


against 


о or 0 0 P о 


cross defendants, and each of them as follows: 


m 
o 


FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION: 


m 
P 


l. For general damages in the sum of $1,500,000.00; 


m 
м 


2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the зол of 


m 
127 


$500,000.00; 


P 
"3 


3. For costs of suit incurred herein, and 


m 
о 


4. For such other-relief as the court deems just. 9 


ны 
ә о 


SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION: Б 


H 
© 


1. For general damages in the sum of $1,5CC,CCC.00; 


m 
о 


2. For exemplary and punitive damages іп the sum cf 


8 


$500,000.00; 


№ 
= 


3. For costs of suit incurred herein, and 


№ 
N 


4. For such other relief as the court deems just. 


о N 
A 0 


THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION: 


м 
a 


1. For general damages in the sum of 51,500,020.00; 


ю 
о 


2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the sum of П 


№ 
ч 


$500,000.00; 


№ 
о 


3. For costs of suit incurred herein; and 


N 
о 


4. For such other relief as the court deems just. 


a 
о 


2 


= ^ 


FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 


ww 


ма 
EG E 


4a For general damages in the sum of $1,500,000.00; 


i 
i 


oor an b |W D HF 
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2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the sum cf 


$500,000.00; 


3. For costs of suit incurred herein, and б 


4. For such other relief as the court deems just. 


1. For general damages іп the sum of 51,500,000.22; 

2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the зы of 
$500,000.00; 

3. For costs of suit incurred herein, and 

4. For such other relief as the court deers just. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 

1. For general damages іп the sum of 51,500,000.С2; 

2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the sum <= 


$500,000.00; 


3. For costs of suit incurred herein, and 


4. For such other relief as the court deems ju 


SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 

1.For general damages in the sum of 51,500,000.00; 

2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the sum cf 
$500,000.00; 

3. For costs of suit incurred herein, and 


4. For such other relief as the court deems just. 


| 
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 

ИТСИТИ CAUSE OP ACTION: 

1. For general damages in the sum of $15,000.00; 

2. Бог costs of suit incurred herein, and 


DL i such other relief as the court deems just. 
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NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 

1. For general damages in the sum of $50,060.09; 
2. For costs of suit incurred herein, and 

3. For such other relief as the court eens jest. 


TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION: 


1. For general damages in the sum of $65,000.03; 

2. For exemplary and punitive damages in the sun oz 
$500,000.00; 

3. For costs of suit incurred herein, anc 


4. For such other relief as the court deems just. 


ROBERT К. STEINBERG, 2 
AND STEPHEN М. SOLOMON, 


Attorneys for Defendant 
VINCENT Т. BUGLIOSI 


| 
И 


However, within the week, Bugliosi's law partner, 
Robert Steinberg, contacted Denny and stated that Bugliosi 
would dismiss his Cross-Complaint for $14,630,000 if Denny 
would dismiss his Complaint for $145,000. 

Denny agreed to the dismissal on the condition that 
he would get a retraction from Bugliosi's campaign treasurer, 


Michael Heaman. This was done. 


126. 
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RETRACTION AND RELEASE OF ALL CLAIMS 


THIS AGREEMENT is entered iato in light of the follow- 
ing circunstances: 

1. On May 7, 1974, GEORGE V. DENNY III, hereinafter 
referred to as "DENNY", and his wife, BARBARA L. DENNY, 
held a news conference in which DENNY made various charges 
concerning the qualifications and fitness of VINCENT T. 
BUGLIOSI, hereinafter referred to as "BUGLIOSI", to run for 
the office of Attorney General of the State of California. 

2. MICHAEL A. HEAMAN, hereinafter referred to as 
“НЕАМАМ", an attorney who had previously represented BUGLIOSI 
in a civil matter, was the treasurer for BUGLIOSI'S 
campaign for the Democratic nomination for Attorney General. 
Е 3. THOMAS C. McDONALD, hereinafter referred to as 
"McDONALD", was the manager of the campaign for William a. 
Norris, the other candidate for the Democratic nomination 
for Attorney General. 4 

4. Оп ог about the same Мау 7, 1974, in reply to 
various reporters' questions concerning BUGLIOSI's response 
to РЕММУ*$ charges, HEAMAN stated that: 

(а) DENNY was a liar; 

. (b) DENNY was a hatchet man whose vicious and 
irrelevant smear was dredged up at the specific 
direction of District Attorney Joe Busch and Attorney 
General Evelle Younger to guarantee Younger's ` 
reelection; К 

(с) _ McDONALD was placed in the position of 
William Norris' campaign manager at Joe Busch's 
direction; and 


(d) Busch and Younger obviously intended that a 


political character assassin like McDONALD could 


-1- 


{ 
à 
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give Norris? hopeless campaign a boost by putting out 

innuendos, lies and smears. 

5. On May 10, 1974, DENNY filed an action in 
Los Angeles Superior Court, case Number C 87997, for slander 
against HEAMAN and BUGLIOSI based upon HEAMAN's statements 
to certain reporters as set forth generally in paragraph 4, 
subparagraphs (a) and (b) above. 

ur McDONALD has consulted with legal counsel 
preliminary to filing a similar action for slander but to 
date has not so filed. 

7. On June 7, 1974, William A. Norris won the primary 
election tê Batome the Democratic candidate for Attorney 
General.’ 

Based upon the foregoing facts and circumstances, and 
‘in consideration of the promises and acts set forth below, 

ТТ IS HEREBY AGREED THAT: 4 

1. НЕАМАМ hereby retracts the statements and 
allegations made by him about DENNY and McDONALD on and- about 
May 7, 1974, as set forth generally in paragraph 4, subpara- 


graphs (а), (b), (c) and (4) above. iF 


2. McDONALD waives and gives up all causes of action — 


he has or may have against HEAMAN arising out of the statements 
made by HEAMAN against McDONALD on and about May 7, 1974, as 
aforesaid; and by such release and waiver also waives all 
rights under Section 1542 of the Civil Code and any similar 
law of any state or territory of the United States. Said ` 
Section reads as follows: 
*$1542. A general release does not extend to claims 
which the creditor does not know or suspect to exist in 
his favor at the time of executing his release, which if 


known by him must have materially affected his 


) 


— 


| 
| 
| 
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settlement with the debtor." . 
3. DENNY waives and gives up all causes of action he 9 

has or may have against HEAMAN arising out of the statements 

made by HEAMAN against DENNY on and about Мау 7, 1974, as 

aforesaid; and by such release and waiver also waives all 

rights under Section 1542 of the Civil Code, as set forth 

above, and any similar law of any state or territory of the 

United States; and DENNY promises that he will file a 

Dismissal With Prejudice in favor of HEAMAN in the pending 

action in the Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No. C 87997. 
EXECUTED this /47 дау of June, 1974, at 


Beverly Hills, California. 


» uu © 7 а: 


a 


EORGE V. PET III 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES } jà 

On this ҮЛ day of June, 1974, before me, the under- 
signed, a Notary Public in and for said County and State, 
personally appeared MICHAEL A. HEAMAN, known to me to be the 
person whose пазе is subscribed to the within document, and 


acknowledged to me that he executed the same. “ 


WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
N p nm ИИ 


Notary Public in and for said County 


and State 


тов росте: 


Uy Conv, Lashes Аи. 12, 1079 * 
Зее теже ++ > -- 


E 


| 


Marietta nime omm 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

) ss. 

) 

24 А 

On this ИГЕ”аау of seme, 1974, before me, the under- 


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


signed, a Notary Public in and for said County and State, 
personally appeared THOMAS C. McDONALD, known to me to be the 
person whose name is subscribed to the within document, апа 
acknowledged to me that he executed the same. 


WITNESS my hand and official seal. 


OFFICIAL SEAL 
GEO. М. Y dui 


EPEA 


ED. Z. (PEELS, — 
Notary Public in ané for said County 
and State 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
325 ) ss. 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 


“ Jéneacy, (975) 
Оп this 27 day of Jeme,—534, before me, the under- 


signed, a Notary Public in and for said County and State, 
personally appeared GEORGE V. DENNY III, known to me to te the 
person whose: name is subscribed to the within document, and 
acknowledged to me that he executed the same. 


WITNESS my hand and official seal. 


OFFICIAL SEAL 


Cle me. Le BARRE 
Notary Public.in and for said County 
and State 
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Denny did not offer any such retraction for his charges 
that Bugliosi had lied to the press, to the people of this 
State, and to the officers of the Santa Monica Police Department; 
that he had fabricated false evidence to obstruct the investigation 
into his assault on Mrs. Cardwell; and that he had perjured himself 
during his deposition in the Weisel case. 

Nevertheless, Bugliosi apparently was sufficiently anxious 
to abort the new round of depositions that had been noticed by 
Denny that he agreed to the mutual dismissals on the terms laid 
down by Denny. Those terms did not include any secrecy or 
liquidated damage provisions. 

Denny, Heaman and his law partners, Bugliosi and his 
law partners, and Barbara Silver all signed the Agreement in 3 
mid-July, 1974. However, by agreement with Bugliosi's criminal 
defense attorney, the other people who ultimataly signed were 
not contacted until it appeared that it would not prejudice ths 
perjury case then pending by way of Grand Jury indictment 


against Bugliosi. 
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RELEASE OF ALL CLA 
THIS AGREEMENT is entered into in the light of the 
following circumstances: 
^ 

1. On May 7, 1974, GEORGE V. DENNY III, hereinafter 
referred to as "DENNY", and his wife, BARBARA L. DENNY, held а 


news conference in which DENNY made various charges concerning 


the qualifications and fitness of VINCENT T. BUGLIOSI, hereinafter 


referred to as “BUGLIOSI", to run for the office of Attorney 
General of the State of California, and in which DENNY also 
revealed certain matters concerning settlement of an action 
entitled "Herbert H. Weisel, et al, vs. Vincent T. Bugliosi, 
et al," L.A.S.C.Case No. C 42612, and in which DENNY also 
revealed. facts pertaining to settlement negotiations in 


connection with a civil claim against BUGLIOSI by VIRGINIA 


-CKRDWELL, hereinafter referred to as “CARDWELL”. 


2. MICHAEL A. HEAMAN, hereinafter referred to as 
"HEAMAN", an attorney who had previously represented BUGLIOSI 
in a civil matter, was the treasurer for BUGLIOSI's campaign for 
the Democratic nomination for Attorney General. 

3. On or about May 7, 1974, in reply to various 
reporters’ questions concerning BUGLIOSI's response to DENNY 's 
charges, HEAMAN made certain statements pertaining to DENNY'S 
veracity and his alleged connection with the Republican 
incumbant Attorney General. 

s 4. Оп May 10, 1974, DENNY filed an: action іп Los Angeles 
Superior Court, Case No. C 87997, for slander against HEAMAN and 
BUGLIOSI based upon HEAMAN's statements to certain reporters as 
set forth generally in paragraph 3 above. 

5. Оп May 20, 1974, DENNY and CARDWELL held a news 


conference in which CARDWELL detailed the bases of her claim 


"- 


| 
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against BUGLIOSI and revealed the terms of settlement thereof. 

6. On June 3, 1974, BUGLIOSI answered DENNY ‘$ Complains 
and filed a Cross-Complaint against DENNY and CARDWELL, acainsx 
the other candidate for the Democratic nomination for Attorney 
General, William A. Norris, hereinafter referred to as "NORRIS", 
against the attorneys who handled CARDWELL's civil claim acainst 
BUGLIOSI, namely, John H. Wolf, Thomas J. McKay, and Alfred J. 
Douglas, and against a number of unnamed "DOES". The Cross- 
Complaint alleged various causes of action relating to the 
charges previously made by DENNY and CARDWELL and the 
responsibility of various persons therefor. 

7. On June 4, 1974, NORRIS won the Democratic nomination 
for Attorney General. 

8. On June 5, 1974, BUGLIOSI filed a First Amended 
Cross-Complaint alleging the five original causes of action anc 
adding three causes of action relating to certain written 
agreements that had been executed in connection with the Weisel 
and Cardwell cases. 

Based upon the foregoing facts and circumstances, and in 
consideration of the promises ET acts set forth below, 

ТТ IS HEREBY AGREED THAT: 

1. BUGLIOSI and DENNY acknowledge that there may be 
merit in the charges that each has made against the other in 
their respective Complaint and Cross-Complaint (original and 
amended), in L.A.S.C. Case No. C 87997. Said two parties, 
however, are willing to forego against each other and against 
all other persons, whether specifically named as defendants, ОГ 
cross-defendants, or as "Does", and specifically those parties 
and other persons whose signatures appear hereon, whatever 


causes of action they may have arising out of the incidents 


-2- 
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and transactions referred to іп ell of the pleadings and papers 
on file under said Case Nunber C 87997; and, in consideration 
Of such forebearance to pursue their respective claims ага 
causes of action, they do hereby waive and give up all such 
claims and causes of action; and by such release and waiver they 
also waive all rights under Section 1542 of the Civil Code of 
California, and any similar law of any State or territory of the 
United States. Said Section reads as follows: 

"51542. A general release does not extend to 

claims which the creditor does not know or suspect to 

exist in his favor at the time of executing his 

release, which if known by him must have materially 

affected his settlement with the debtor." 

2. Pursuant to the foregoing release and waivers, 
BUGLIOSI and DENNY agree to execute concurrently with the 
signing of this agreement a Dismissal With Prejudice of the 
Complaint and Cross-Complaint (both original and amended) as to 
all defendants and cross-defendants and to file such Dismissal 
immediately upon the completion of the signing of this agreement 
by all persons whose typed signature line appears hereon. 

3. BUGLIOSI and DENNY, further agree to execute | 
concurrently with the signing of this agreement such releases 
and/or other documents as may be required by the Clerk of the 
Superior Court of Los Angeles County to compel the return to 
DENNY of the $500.00 cash Undertaking he posted at the time of 
filing the aforementioned Complaint and to relieve from any 
liability the two sureties whose Undertakings were filed 
concurrently with the filing of BUGLIOSI's Cross-Complaint. 

4. Because certain injuries have been alleged in his 
Cross-Complaint by BUGLIOSI on behalf of his wife, Gail M. 


Bugliosi, and their two minor children, Wendy Bugliosi and 
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Vincent Т. Bugliosi, Jr., and іп consideration of the various 93 
acts and promises as set forth herein, said Gail M. Bugliosi, 
for herself, and Vincent T. Bugliosi, the dulv appointed 
Guardian ad Litem for the aforesaid minor children, do hereby 
waive and give up all claims and causes of action each, any, 
and all of them may have against all other persons, whether 
Specifically named as defendants, cross-defendants, or as 
"Does", and specifically those parties and other persons whose 
signatures appear hereon, arising out of the incidents гла 
transactions referred to in all of the pleadings and papers on 
file under the aforementioned case No. C 87997; and they co 
hereby waive and give up all rights under Section 1542 of the 
Civil Code of California, as specifically set forth hereinabove, 
and any similar law of any state or territory of the United 


States. 


5. In consideration of the various acts and promises 
as set forth herein, the various defendants, cross-defencants, 
and other persons whose signatures appear hereon also waive and 
give up all claims and causes of action each of them may have 
against all other persons, whether specifically named as 
defendants, cross-defendants, or as “Does" and specifically 
those parties and other persons whose signatures appear hereon, 
arising out of the incidents апа transactions referred to in 
all of the pleadings ‘and papers on file under the aforementioned 
Case No. C 87997; and they do hereby waive and give up all 
rights under Section 1542 of the Civil Code of california, as 
specifically set forth hereinabove, and any similar law of any 
‚ state or territory of the United States. 
6. It is expressly understood and agreed Бу all parties 
and persons signing this agreement that nothing contained herein 


shall prohibit or disenable any party .or any other person from 3 


appearing before, testifying in, or otherwise participating in, 
any proceeding in any other forum or administrative body 
wherein the facts or matters referred to in the pleadings and 
papers in the aforesaid L.A.S.C. Case No. С 87997 may be а 
subject of inquiry. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have each affixed our hand and 
seal at the places and dates set forth at the tine of such 
signing. 
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“ The Grand Jury had indicted Bugliosi on three counts of 
perjury. The charges were based largely on the testimony of 
Bugliosi's co-prosecutor in the Tate-La Bianca cases, Stephen R. 
Kay, and the limited but crucial testimony of reporter William 
Farr. The gravamen of the charged offenses was that Bugliosi 
had twice lied to Judge Charles Older and had also lied to 
the Grand Jury itself in denying under oath that he had 
provided Farr with the transcript of a witness' testimony in 
violation of a court order. 

At Bugliosi's perjury trial in September-October, 1974, instead 
of testifying as he had before the Grand Jury, Farr asserted 
the newsman's privilege not to reveal his sources of information. 
Unable to make use of the prior testimony under the Evidence 
Coda and, therefore, unable to establish a prima facie case, thz 
special prosecutor moved to dismiss the case. The court grantsd 
the motion and dismissed the jury. 

No conviction. No acquittal. No vindication. 

With the termination of the perium trial, the go-ahead 
was given by Bugliosi's defense attorney to file the Dismissal 
with Prejudice in the civil slander suits. Оп January 31, 1975, 


the Dismissal was filed and entered in the court records. 
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150. 
EPILOGUE 
These are the facts. However engrossing, they do not 


make very comfortable reading. The discomfort stems not just 


from the way Bugliosi has adversely effected the lives of 


-few people involved in these strange escapades. Тһе 


“real discomfort -- the dreadful uneasiness -- comes from the 


realization of how close this man so recently came to gaining 
a position of power and prestige from which his burning 
ambition would propel him even higher in the ranks of elected 
ӘР Sppointea officials. 

i The matters contained herein pertain to the over- 
riding issue in the campaign for any elective office: 
THE HONESTY AND INTEGRITY of the cardidate sesking that office. 

By this point, the reader has undoubtedly drawn his 

own conclusion about the honesty and integrity of Vincent T. 


Bugliosi. 


